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LONDON, AUGUST 15, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 
Tue ist from which cases are, as we stated last week, to be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Romer, will be closed on Monday next, 
the 17th inst. 





° 
THe siTrincs in court of the Vacation judge, which commence 
on Wednesday next, will be held in Probate Court No.1. So 
far as can be judged at present the list of applications for 
the first day of the sittings will not be a heavy one. 





Tne question has often been asked whether it is right for a 
solicitor to take declarations in connection with conveyancing 
matters arising in his own office. We understand that both the 
Lord Chancellor and the Incorporated Law Society are of opinion 
that, under the Rules of the Supreme Court and the Commis- 
sioners for Oaths Act, 1889, commissioners should not take 
declarations in non-contentious matters arising in their own 
offices. 





Tue Covunctt of the Incorporated Law Society have granted 
the use of a large portion of their building from the Ist to the 
10th of Sentenhes for the purpose of the ninth International — 
Congress of Orientalists, when upwards of 120 papers will be 
read connected with Oriental lan religions, literatures, 
arts, and folk-lore. The following legal papers will be read— 
viz., Muhammadan Law in Algeria and Tunisia, by Mr. C. H. E. 
CARMICHAEL ; Law and Administration in French Colonies and 
Protectorates in the Far East, by the same gentleman ; and the 
New Japanese Legislature from an Ethnographical Point of 
View, by Mr. M. C. A. Prer. 





MAy WE VENTURE, with the utmost deference, to inquire by 
what authority learned judges absent themselves from duty 
before the commencement of the Long Vacation? Three mem- 
bers of the Court of Appeal sat on Monday last, and then rose 
for the vacation. Lord Justice Fry sat as a judge of the 
High Court on Monday and Tuesday, but the remaining two 
judges of the Court of Appeal have been absent during the 
present month, one of them, no doubt, owing to domestic afflic- 
tion. Of the learned judges of the Chancery Division Mr. 
Justice Srrrtrxc and Mr. Justice Romer were in attendance up 
to and on Wednesday, and the others (with the exception of Mr. 
Justice Nortu, disabled by illness) sat up to and on Tuesday. 
With regard to these learned judges, it should be said that 





there is no doubt a difficulty in commencing on the last day of 
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the sittings the hearing of matters which may not be concluded 
on that day. The judges of the Probate Division sat up to and 
on Wednesday. But what are we to say to the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division? Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. Justice 
Cartes, and Mr. Justice Vavenan Wit11sms have been at 
their posts in the Royal Courts during the present week up to 
the very end of the sittings, and Mr. Justice Witis appeared 
on Wednesday ; but where were the others whose circuits had 
closed? The Lord Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Marnew, Mr. 
Justice Hawxrns, and Mr. Justice Cave, at all events, would 
seem to have been available, for they, together with Lord EsHzr 
and Lord Justice Bowrn, are reported to have met at a 
certain reception in London on Tuesday to consider the marriage 
of Mr. Justice Wricur, and presumably pass congratulatory 
Rules of the Supreme Court with regard thereto. 





WE unDERsTAND that Mr. Josep Appison, a member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, intends, at the annual 
provincial meeting at Plymouth, to read a paper on the lectures 
and law classes of the society. At the annual general meeting 
held in July last a hint was thrown out whether it would not be 
expedient to abolish the lectures and classes altogether. A 

ph on the subject is contained in the last annual report, 

m which it appears that only forty articled clerks attended 
the lectures, and only twenty attended the classes. We do not 
know what remedy Mr. Appison proposes for this very unsatis- 
factory state of things, but his name is a guarantee that it will 
be well considered and practical. The large sum of money which 
is spent every year on these lectures and classes is practically 
thrown away. We would suggest for consideration by the 
meeting at Plymouth whether it would not be better to abolish 
the lectures and classes altogether, and devote the money spent 
upon them to the establishment of prizes, which would furnish 
an inducement to articled clerks to devote themselves to a 
diligent study of the laws they are to help in administering. 
The prizes at present offered are very small, and are not suffi- 
cient to induce students to work as hard as they might if the 
rewards were greater. It may be said that articled clerks ought 
to require no inducements to make them work hard. This asa 
moral maxim is no doubt true, but it is nevertheless a fact that, 
not only students of law, but students of all classes, require 
oe to make them apply themselves diligently to their studies. 

he adoption of our suggestion would apply to the country as 
well as to London, and would obviate the necessity of establish- 
ing lectures and classes in the provinces, where they must almost 
of necessity be even less successful. Country students would then 
be on equal terms with those in London, and would have the 
same chance of reaping the reward for assiduous study. 





Tax xlcurH annual report of the Board of Trade upon the 
working of the Bankruptcy Act, just issued, is not very 
encouraging to the authors of that Act, who predicted that it 
would be made to pay for itself without pressing unduly upon 
estates in the shape of fees. From the first it was clear that, 
although the fees were for the most part prescribed on a con- 
siderably higher scale than the corresponding fees under the 
previous Act, yet they were insufficient to meet the heavy 
expenses attaching to the officialdom set up by the Act. To pre- 
serve a semblance of their doing so, in each annual report of the 
Board of Trade the dividends or interest in respect of funds 
belonging to the Bankruptcy Estates Account is included in the 
receipts ; but although this at first sufficed to bring up the total 
receipts to more than the expenditure, now, even with the inclu- 
sion of this item for last year, there is a deficiency of no less 
shan £37,520, the total receipts being given as £129,671, 
whilst the expenditure amounted to £167,191! This fact, no 
4oubt, explains the periodical activity of the Board of Trade 
and the ury to authorize the levying of new fees or the 
increase of old ones, the latest device in this direction being the 
additional fee of 2s. 6d. per cent. upon the assets of the estate 
required to be paid by a trustee on applying for his release. 
But what is to be said of the Inspector-General and his coad- 
con in the working of the Act about carrying on business at a 

? Of course the nation will bear the burden; but if we 





were to apply to them the principles of the stringent provisions 
of the Act with regard to ordinary traders, would they not be 
liable to just as much censure as the poor trader who struggles 
on in the face of adverse balance-sheets in the ardent but vain 
hope of better times coming round ? 





PROBABLY THE most interesting portion of the contribution of 
the Inspector-General in Bankruptcy to the Report of the Board 
of Trade upon the working of the Bankruptcy Act is that in 
which he discusses the assertion that, notwithstanding the Deeds 
of Arrangement Act and all the other devices of officialdom to 
sweep every insolvent estate into its net, there are a large 
number of cases arranged privately without even the registra- 
tion of a deed. To the mind of the Inspector-General this 
seems an impossibility, because ‘‘every deed of arrangement 
between a debtor and his creditors outside the Bankruptcy Act 
is absolutely null and void unless registered under the Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1887.” And the Inspector-General—being 
so far human that he views the fact in the light most agreeable 
to himself—considers the decrease in the number of published 
cases of insolvency (from 8,321 in 1888 to 7,108 in 1890) as a 
tribute to the wonderful efficiency of the Acts in question as 
administered by himself and coadjutors, in checking fraud and 
recklessness of trade throughout the country. But if the 
Inspector-General would take the trouble to inquire in quarters 
where reliable information could be given him, he would discover 
that there are very good grourids indeed for the assertion that what 

ractically amount to composition arrangements are constantly 

eing carried out between debtors and their creditors without 
any deed at all, and, as practitioners gain experience in the modes 
of carrying out those arrangements, they become more and more 
frequent. In our opinion it is this fact, more than anything else, 
which accounts for the falling off of the number of published 
insolvencies, notwithstanding the incredulity with which the 
Inspector-General treats the assertion. 





Tue Covuncit of the Incorporated Law Society have expressed 
the opinion that the conducting and negotiating scales apply to 
all descriptions of property, includjng stocks, moneys, and per- 
sonal property, but that the scales for deducing title and com- 
pleting conveyance and investigating title, and preparing and 
completing conveyance, apply only to freehold, copyhold, or 
leasehold property. This construction seems reasonable, because 
in the Remuneration Order a certain percentage is allowed to 
the vendor’s solicitor for negotiating a sale of “‘ property” by 
private contract, and another scale for conducting a sale of 
“property ” by public auction, whereas the deducing and inves- 
tigating scales are expressly made to apply to “freehold, copy- 
hold, or leasehold property.” In a recent case a firm of <i 
citors were instructed to sell two valuable pictures, one by 
GarnsporoucH and the other by Sir Josnvua Reynoxps, which 
had been made heirlooms. The solicitors found a purchaser 
and negotiated and carried through a sale of the pictures by 
private contract for £10,000, and no commission was paid by 
the client to an auctioneer, estate, or other agent. The solicitors 
sent in their bill, charging the scale fee of £65 for negotiating 
the sale. On the taxation of the bill the taxing master dis- 
allowed this sum, on the ground that the transaction was not a 
matter of conveyancing, to which the scale applies, and that, 
therefore, the charges ought to be made out according to the old 
system as altered by schedule 2. The matter subsequently 
came before Mr. Justice Cuar.zs in chambers, on an application 
for an order directing the taxing master to review his taxation, 
which was refused, on the ground that the sale of pictures was 
not a cearerenens matter in respect of which the negotiation 
fee could be claimed. With great deference fo the learned 
judge, we fail to see the justice or common sense of this deci- 
sion. If the pictures had been sold privately through the 
intervention of an agent, or by public auction, a much larger 
fee than that re a by the solicitor would have had to be paid, 


and why a solicitor who succeeded in selling the pictures should 
not have his commission we fail to see. The order says that the 
negotiating scale is to apply to the sale of “ property,” and there 





is no definition in this connection confining the scale to any 
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particular kind of property; but when we come to deducing 
and investigating title to property the particular kinds of 
roperty to which these scales are to apply are clearly defined. 
e hope the Incorporated Law Society will take steps to support 
an appeal from this decision, in order to have the point definitely 
settled, as many solicitors have charged the negotiating fee under 
somewhat similar circumstances. 





Ir COMES SOMEWHAT as a surprise to find that a solicitor who 
was appointed a commissioner for oaths under the system in 
force before the Judicature Acts can continue to act as a com- 
missioner after he has been struck off the rolls. Under the pre- 
sent system the appointment, of course, is in terms confined to 
the time during which the commissioner continues to practise as 
a solicitor. But in commissions issued under 22 Vict. c. 16 there 
was no such restriction, and the commission lasted until the 
court by which-it was issued thought fit to revoke it. Section 1 
of that Act, indeed, only empowered the judges of the common 
law courts to appoint as commissioners persons who were 
attorneys of such courts and were practising within ten 
miles of Serjeants’-inn Hall, but it does not follow—so Srir- 
tine, J., has held—that the appointment was only to con- 
tinue during the time they were so practising. In the case 
in question the commission was granted by the Court of 
Exchequer, and the solicitor, who was struck off the rolls 
in 1883, has continued up to the present time to act as a 
commissioner. Of course, the only question now is how the 
appointment is to be terminated. Sriruine, J., is reported to 
have said that the power to do this is vested in the Lord 
Chancellor under an Act of 1889. Apparently he was referring 
to the Commissioners for Uaths Act of that year. Section 1 
empowers the Lord Chancellor to appoint commissioners and 
also to revoke any such appointment, but this enactment does 
not, so far at least, apply. It may be doubted, too, whether the 
necessary power is given by section 13, which provides that all 
existing commissioners are to be deemed to be commissioners 
for oaths within the meaning of the Act. This does not make 
their appointments ‘“‘such appointments,” and so revocable 
under section 1. Failing, however, the power of the Lord 
Chancellor, it would seem that the power of revocation existing 
in the Court of Exchequer was transferred to the High Court by 
section 16 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and is now exercisable by 
any two judges of it. 





THE peEctsion of Coins, J., in Crane (otherwise Cooper) 
v. Crane adds another to the series of precedents, by no means 
a long one, on the effect of duress in annulling a marriage. 
The principle upon which the court acts was laid down recently 
by Burr, 3 in Scott v. Sebright (35 W.R. 258, 12 P. D. 21), 
and he there pointed out that the validity of a marriage contract 
was to be determined in precisely the same manner as that of 
any other contract, and might be annulled on the ground of 
duress. It seems to have been at one time thought (see 
Bishop on Marriage and Divorce, I., s, 211) that the fear 
which will .be sufficient for this purpose must be such as would 
happen to a man or woman of good courage and resolution, 
and must import either danger of death or bodily harm. In 
this latter respect the doctrine corresponds with the ancient 
strictness of the common law (Bac. Abr. Duress (A) ), but there 
seems no reason to apply the rvle without regard to the special 
mental condition of the person over whom the duress is exerted. 
And this view was taken by Burt, J., in Scott v. Sebright 
(supra), where he declared the marriage void on the ground 
that the lady had been reduced by mental and bodily suffering 
to a state in which she was incapable of offering resistance 
to threats which in her normal condition she would have 
treated with contempt. In the present instance the lady, 
who was aged twenty-four, had declined the addresses of a 
youth of twenty, but she maintained her acquaintance with him 
and consented to accompany him to a service at St. Paul’s. On 
the way he stopped their conveyance at a church in Fleet-street, 
wherehe had made arrangements for the — and threatened 
to shoot himself if she did not comply with his wishes. She 
yielded and went through the ceremony, without apparent 





perturbation. This latter circumstance’ was fatal to her. It .. 
shewed that she was not under the actual influence of terror, nor 
was there any reason to suppose that she was at the time in such 
a state of mental subjection as to be incapable of ind ent 
volition. Mr. Justice Corus, accordingly held that she had 
not brought her case within the authority of Scott v. Sebright 
(supra), and refused to decree the nullity of the marriage. 





Ir may BE noticed that the circumstances in Harford v. 
Morris (2 Hag. Cons. 423) were, in one respect, similar to 
those in the present instance. There Miss Harrorp was 
induced by Morris, one of her testamen guardians, to 
go abroad with him, and he then threatened that he would 
kill himself if she went home again. Shortly afterwards, 
and while still abroad, they were married. Sir Gzorce 
Hay, in the Court of Arches, said that if she acted under terror 
at the time when the marriage was solemnized, this might be a 
ground to set it aside, but upon the facts he decided against 
this view, and held that she had entered into the contract 
voluntarily. The decision was reversed by the Court of 
Delegates (ibid., p. 436), but the grounds of their judgment 
are not given. The case, therefore, is of little use as an 
authority, and what weight it might have is overbalanced by the 
decision of the House of Lo: in Field’s Marriage Bill (2 
H. L. C. 47). There the lady consented to go through the 
marriage ceremony after a long course of persecution on the 
part of her future husband, including threats to injure her lover. 
After the case, which was undoubtedly a hard one, had been 
opened at great length by Sir F. Kerry, and evidence in su 
port of it taken, the Earl of Devon intimated that no one would 
move the second reading of the Bill, and it was accordingly 
dropped. The facts, he said, were not sufficient to shew that the 
consent, apparently given on the day of the marriage, was so far 
influenced by fear, or the continuance of persecution, as to 
justify the Legislature in interfering to render void a contract 
which had been solemnized in the face of the church and was 
binding in law. This, accordingly, is a strong authority to shew 
that the duress must be so exerted as to render the woman at 
the time of the marriage incapable of resisting it, and, if she is 
in fact then capable of independent volition, she cannot excuse 
herself on the ground of any previous coercion. 





Tue RECENT case of Smith v. Baker & Son, which has already 
been noticed in these columns (anfe, p. 659), affords an example 
of the judicial ability of our county court judges. This case, 
which, it will be remembered, involved questions of Font 
importance and difficulty with regard to the application of the 
maxim volenti non fit injuria to actions brought under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, was originally tried before the- 
judge of the Halifax County Court (Judge Snacez) and a jury. 
His honour, on the conclusion of the plaintiff's case, was asked 
to direct a nonsuit, upon the authority of Thomas v. Quartermaine 
(35 W. R. 555, 18 Q. B. D. 685), but refused to do so, and, after 
the close of the defendants’ case, left several carefully-framed 
questions to the jury, which were answered by them in a 
manner favourable to the plaintiff, for whom, accordingly, judg- 
ment was ultimately directed by the learned county court judge. 
An appeal to the High Court from this decision was dismissed, 
but the Court of Appeal, before whom the case subsequently 
came, reversed Judge Snaacr’s decision, which, however, has 
now been restored by the House of Lords (Lord Bramweti 
diss.). In the well-known case of Stonor v. Fowle (36 W. R. 
742, 13 App. Cas. 20) the decision of another county court 
judge was also, it may be mentioned, ultimately restored by the 

ouse of Lords after it had been reversed both by the Queen’s 
Bench Division and the Court of Appeal. Such results as these 
in difficult and important cases can y fail to inspire public 
confidence in the administration of justice by the county court 
judges. Moreover, they tend to support the view—now, we be- 
lieve, very generally held—that section 45 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which makes the determination of a divisional court final 
in county court cases unless special leave to appeal be given, 
should be modified by giving an unfettered right of appeal to a 
higher tribunal in those cases, at all events, in which the deci- 
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sion of the county court is reversed by the High Court, though 
possibly not where such decision is afirmed. We are glad to 
notice that the Lord Chancellor’s judgment in the case under 
discussion distinctly states that there is no power to review the 
decision of fact arrived at in the county court by any other tri- 
bunal than the county court itself. Having regard to some 
recent decisions of the High Court, delivered sey in 
ignorance or forgetfulness of this rule of law, such an expres- 
sion of opinion is most opportune, and cannot fail to make a due 
impression. 








SALE OF PRINCIPAL MANSION HOUSE UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 


In Re The Marquis of Ailesbury’s Settled Estates (reported else- 
where) Mr. Justice Srimiinc has had to decide the most im- 
portant case which has yet arisen on the exercise by the court 
of its discretion to sanction the sale of a principal mansion-house 
under the Settled Land Acts. By section 10 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1890, which replaces section 15 of the Act of 1882, it is 
provided that the principal mansion-house (if any) on any 
settled land, and the pleasure-grounds and park and lands (if 
any) usually occupied therewith, are not to be sold by the 
tenant for life without the consent of the trustees of the settle- 
ment or an order of the court, but no intimation is given of the 
principles on which the court is to act, except such as can be 
gathered from section 53 of the Act of 1882. According to this 
the tenant for life in exercising his power under the Acts is to 
have regard to the interests of all parties entitled under the 
settlement, and, in relation to the exercise of such power, is to 
be deemed to be in the position and to have the duties and lia- 
bilities of a trustee for those parties. It seems clear that the 
court, which simply exercises a control over the tenant for life, 
has to put itself in his place, and to consider whether he has 
acted in accordance with the spirit of the section. This leads, 
then, to the principle laid down by Lord Esner, M.R., 
in Re The Earl of Radnor’s Will Trusts (45 Ch. D., at p. 
421), that the court will take all the circumstances of the 
family with due care into consideration, and will act as 
an honest and careful trustee would in agreeing to or over- 
ruling the discretion which has been first exercised by the 
tenant for life. But beyond this it is not easy to go, and 
the Master of the Rolls quoted with approval the protest 
made by Curry, J., in the same case against any attempt to 
subject the discretion of the court to the operation of fixed rules. 
“For myself,” Mr. Justice Currry had said, ‘“‘I say em- 
phatically that this discretion ought not to be crystallized, as it 
would become in course of time by one judge attempting to 
prescribe definite rules with a view to bind other judges in the 
exercise of the discretion which the Legislature has committed 
to them. This discretion, like all other judicial discretions, 
ought, as far as practicable, to be left untrammelled and free, 
so as to be fairly exercised according to the exigencies of each 
particular case.” 

The estate comprised in the settlement in the present instance 
is the Savernake Estate, in the counties of Wiltshire and 
Berkshire. The mansion-house is Savernake Hall, and with it 
are enjoyed a park, pleasure-grounds, and lands, over 7,000 
acres in extent, and including Savernake Forest. The income 
of the estate is derived from nearly a hundred farms, containing 
about 30,000 acres, and from a large number of cottages and 
houses. The gross annual rental is about £27,000, but this is 
reduced by charges in respect of rates, taxes, tithes, repairs, 
&c., to £11,600, and out of this four ladies.take £8,500 in 
jointures. Moreover, there are two capital sums of £30,000 
and £25,000 charged upon the estate, the interest of which 
amounts to £2,200, and there is thus left for the tenant for life 
the modest sum of £900, a sum which, as Srirxine, J., pointed 
out, may disappear at any moment in consequence of a reduc- 
tion of rents. At first sight, the case seems to be eminently 
one for sale, and especially as the price which the tenant for 
life had obtained, £750,000, was shewn to be an exceptionally 
high one. But there were a number of other circumstances, 
more or less relevant, and upon a consideration of the whole of 
these the sanction of the court was refused. 








Some of them concerned the past and present position of the 
tenant for life himself. Upon his coming of age in 1884 
certain estates in Yorkshire were sold, py B received out of 
the proceeds £175,000. This sum has vanished, having gone 
to a large extent apparently in satisfaction of previous debts, 
and since then a further liability of over £200,000 has been 
incurred, which is charged on his life interest in the Savernake 
Estate. As to the £175,000, it may be noticed that a somewhat 
similar receipt of money was held to be a proper matter for 
consideration in Re Beaumont’s Settled Estates (58 L. T. N. 8. 
916). There an application was made to the court to sanction 
the sale of heirlooms, and it appeared that under the will of a 
testator, by which the heirlooms were settled, the tenant for 
life had received £17,000 out of the residuary estate, and had 
lost it. He was, of course, as Currry, J., observed, entitled to 
spend that money in any way he thought fit, but still the fact 
that he had had it under the testator’s will was one eo to 
be considered upon a question of selling chattels which the 
testator desired to have preserved. In the present instance it 
was alleged that, at the time of the sale of the Yorkshire 
estates, an agreement was entered into between the present 
Lord Arnesspury and his grandfather, that the former would 
not attempt to sell the Savernake Estate. Such an agree- 
ment, of course, would be void under section 50 of the Act 
of 1882, which invalidates contracts by tenants for life not 
to exercise their powers under the Act, but the fact that 
Lord Arnessury had already received out of other estates 
formerly settled a sum sufficient to enable him to live suitably 
on the Savernake Estate was clearly entitled to be taken into 
consideration. 


A good deal of stress was laid by Sriruine, J., on the fact 
that the earl had incumbered his life estate to such an extent 
that the proposed sale could do him no good. In other cases 
the fact of such incumbrances has been held not to be material. 
Thus, in Re Beaumont’s Settled Estates (supra), Currry, J., said 
that he did not think it right to take into consideration any in- 
cumbrances which had been created by the tenant for life, and 
he repeated this opinion in Re The Karl of Radnor’s Will Trusts 
(supra). But it seems very material, when the interests of the 
tenant for life are being balanced against those of the remain- 
dermen, to take into account what the actual effect of the sale 
on his position will be. In Re The Earl of Radnor’s Will Trusts 
(supra) Lord Esner emphasized the fact that the tenant for life 
ought to be in a position to keep up the family property and to 
live in the family house, and pointed out that the court, on any 
question of sanctioning a sale of heirlooms, would take this first 
into consideration. Then would come the interests of those 
entitled in remainder. Upon this view the existence of the life 
tenant’s incumbrances became in the present instance most 
material. Even the increased income to be obtained by the sale 
would all go in payment of his debts, and under no circum- 
stances—so Mr. Justice Srrrtine considered—would he himself 
be able to take his proper place as head of the family. Hence 
the court, acting as a trustee for him, had no inducement in his 
interest to sanction a sale. It was possible thus to pass at 
once to the interests of the sealed. and these were 
decisive against such a proceeding. Personally, the remainder- 
men were opposed to it, and their circumstances were such 
that there was a reasonable chance that, on coming into the 
enjoyment of the estate, they would bring from other sources 
the means of living upon it suitably. 

In the present case no question arose as to the concurrence of 
the life tenant’s incumbrancers in the sale. It is still apparently 
a doubtful point how far the sale by the tenant for life can be 
made subject to his incumbrances. According to the judgment 
of Norru, J., in Re Sebright’s Settled Estates (33 Ch. D. 429) the 
effect of section 20, sub-section (2) (ii.) is to prevent his conveyance 
from discharging the land from these, but it is doubtful whether 
this construction is correct, and the enactment is more reasonably 
understood as excluding from the conveyance only sums of money 
properly raised under the provisions of the settlement (Hood 
and Challis, Settled Land Acts, 219; Clerke, Settled Land Acts, 
80). In any case, however, there is the provision of section 50 
(3) of the Act of 1882 that, where the life tenant has assigned 
his interest, the assignee’s rights are not to be affected without his 
consent, and hence the court will not sanction a sale, where such 
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sanction is necessary, unless the consent of the mo of 
the tenant for life has been first obtained: Re Sebright’s Settled 
Estates (supra). In the present-case they cordially supported the 
proposed sale, and it seems, indeed, to have offered them the only 
prospect of payment. , 

The sale to which the court gave its sanction in Re The Karl 
of Radnor’s Will Trusts (supra) was as ale of heirlooms, and, of 
course, in such a case the main question is whether the proceeds 
are necessary in order to enable the tenant for life to live in the 
family mansion in a manner suitable to his station. Similar 
considerations, as we have seen, arise upon a proposed sale of 
the mansion itself, though here, as a greater inroad is made on 
the continuity of family traditions, a stronger case must be made 
out in order to obtain the sanction of the court. In other words, 
the natural leaning which, as Lord Esner in the case last men- 
tioned pointed out, an honest trustee will have against selling 
heirlooms would be intensified when it became a question of 
parting with the home of the family. In Marquis Camden v. 
Murray (27 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 652) this was sanctioned by 
the court on a petition presented under the Settled Estates Act, 
1877, but there the circumstances were just the reverse of those 
in the present case. Two estates were in settlement, and the 
court allowed the sale of the mansion-house on one for the ex- 
press purpose of providing the nec means for keeping up 
the other. Here the sale of the Yorkshire house had already 
taken place, and the tenant for life had squandered the resources 
which would have enabled him to live fittingly in Wiltshire. 

Put shortly, then, the case is as follows :—The tenant for life 
had, by his own conduct, disentitled himself to consideration, 
and had also placed himself in such a position that the sale 
would not “ib him to take his proper place as head of the 
family. His interest, therefore, being out of the way, it was 
open to the court to pay special attention to the wishes and 
prospects of the remaindermen, and a decision adverse to the 
sale naturally followed. As already pointed out, the court has 
disclaimed the idea that any rules are to be laid down for its 
guidance beyond the general principle that it is to adopt the 
policy of section 53 of the Act of 1882, and is to place itself 
in the position of an honest and independent trustee. The 
value of the decision, therefore, is in the illustration it 
affords of the manner in which such a trustee ought to act. If 
anything further can be said, it is that the necessities of the 
tenant for life, if they are brought about by his own conduct, 
will not justify the court in sacrificing the interests of the re- 
maindermen, even though it be the fact that the family mansion 
is ‘‘the biggest white elephant ever known.” 





REVIEWS. 
NIST PRIUS EVIDENCE. 


OF THE LAW oF EVIDENCE ON THE TRIAL OF 
Actions At Nist Privs. SixTeENrH Epirion. By MAURICE 
PowELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 2 Vols. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

During the seven years since 1884, when the last edition of 
this work’ was issued, there has been a vast accumulation of 
decisions, and a considerable number of these relate to legislation 
which, although passed before the last edition, had not then received 
much judicial interpretation. The Married Women’s Property Act, 

1882, and the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, are, of course, the chief 

instances. With regard to the former, there is a concise and 

valuable summary of the decisions at pp. 1237 and 1238, but we 
venture to suggest that the decisions would be more conveniently 
placed under the sections to which they relate. This ap to be 
also applicable to the decisions on the Bills of Sale Acts; or, at all 
events, if grouped together, they should be split up into sections by 
sub-headings, according to the convenient practice adopted in other 

ys of the book. At present it is not very easy, notwithstanding a 

ull index, to discover the decisions relating to particular sections in 
the Acts. We may say that we have missed. no case of any import- 
ance reported in the Law Reports, but we may, perhaps, be permitted 
to add that the editor will commit a serious mistake if (as we see here 
and there some symptoms of his doing) he neglects cases which do 
not appear in the Law Reports. Thus, to take only one year’s 
decisions—those in 1890—on the Married Women’s Pro Act, 

we find Davies v. Stanford (61 L. T. 284) and moye Vv. 


Roscor’s DiGcEst 


a here and there by the ing practice, which we wish we 
could have abolished in all lose ball dalioan of reference to other» 
headings, instead of giving in each case the in or near 
matter can be found. What can be more 
tioner who looks for “Arbitration Act, 1889,” 
referred to ‘‘ Practice at Trial; Referee”? He 
i containing one item, “‘ Power to 
Refer by Judge under Arbitration Act, 1889.” The scent is at fault 
here, so he next turns to ‘‘ Referee,’ but there is 
here to the Arbitration Act. All this trouble 
by a simple statement, under the head “ 
the pages at which the sections occur. We noe 
improvement which we have noticed of late in 
“« get-up” of law books may be extended to 
indexes of mere cross-references. We think 
will maintain the well-deserved reputation of 
utility. 


Fe 





BILLS OF EXCHAGNE. 


Byes. FIFTEENTH Epirion. By MAvuRIcE BARNARD BYLEs and 
ArcHIE KirRKMAN LoyD, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

A DiGcEst oF THE LAw oF BILts OF ExcHANGE, Promissory NoTEs, 
CHEQUES, AND NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. By his Honour JuDGE 
CHALMERS. FourtH Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Byles on Bills in its fifteenth edition hardly needs any recommen- 

dation, but it may, perhaps, be worth while for the editors to con- 
sider whether they make sufficient use of the fact that the law now 
exists in a codified form. ~~ Le tip is to prea t a full 
account of the history of a bill of ex " onan @ various 
matters, as far as pn bar to in chronological order. US, a8 Was 
pointed out in the preface to the last edition, the first ten chapters 
are devoted to a Gomietion of the instrument, the next two to the 
title of the holder, the following six to his duties, and the remaifider 
to his rights, how they may be lost or qualified, or enforced by action 
or proof in bankruptcy. But while this arrangement has its merits, 
pa renders ssible, perhaps, a more minute examination of the 
subject than if the code were strictly followed, we think the Act of 
1882 might well be made a more prominent feature of the book. The 
plan is to give the substance of each section of the Act in its appro- 
priate place in the text, while the Act as a whole is printed in the 
Semen. But the Act as thus printed has the serious fault 
that no references are given to the pages of the text where 
the sections are pal all Moreover, in the text the substance 
of the section is in many cases given where it would occupy ho more 
space, and be much more convenient for the reader, to have the exact 
words. These matters, however, merely concern the gees design 
of the book. With its substance no one is likely to find fault, and 
this has been carefully brought down to date by the inclusion of 
recent cases. The important decisions which have thus been added 
are not very numerous, and the — refer a vel a proof of the 
success of the code in diminishing litigation. e most interesting is 
Vagliano’s case, and the result of the judgment of the House of Lords 
is given in the preface. 
Judge Chalmers’ book, of course, is based upon the code, and hence 
it is much more convenient for practical use. In the present edition 
many of the notes have been re-written and od, and also two 
short chapters have been added, one on the effect of and notes as 
payment of a debt, and the other on negotiable or quasi- tiable 
securities for money other than bills, notes, and cheques. oth of 
them contain a useful sketch of the law, and the latter gives an inter- 
esting summary of the recent cases on fraudulent dealings with bonds, 
debentures, and shares. 





THE LAW OF CONTRACT. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE EnGLIsH Law OF CONTRACT AND OF AGENCY 
IN ITs RELATION TO Contract. By Sir Wim11AM R. Anson, Bart., 
D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. SrxtH Eprrron. Clarendon Press. 

In his preface to this edition Sir William Anson distinguishes his 
own book from those of Mr. Leeke and Sir Frederick Pollock. ‘‘ Mr. 
Leeke,” he says, ‘‘ treats the contract as a — of litigation, from 
the point of view of the pleader’s chambers. seems to ask, What 
are the kinds of contracts of which this may be one? Then—What 
have I got to prove? pe Bp Be orth ge I be met? Sir 
Frederick Pollock regards the subject ab extra ; he inquires what is 
the nature of that 1 relation which we term contract, and how it 
is brought about. He watches the ies coming to terms, tells us 
how the contract may be made, by what flaws in its structure it 





Cowan (58 L. J. Ch. 769) omitted. The index is very full, but it is 


may be invalidated.” Shunning, therefore, both the special treat- 
ment from the litigant’s point view, and the treatment which 
dwells primarily on the formation of the contract, Sir William Anson 
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‘ attempts to be more comprehensive. ‘‘The object which I set before 
‘ me was to trace the principles which govern the contractual obliga- 
i its 


ing to its end; to shew how a contract is made, 
» whom it may affect, how it is 
interpreted, and how it may be discharged.” In attaining this object 
the author by no means remains content with the book as it was 
originally written. Since 1879, when it first appeared, many changes 
have been made’in the law, and in addition to the alterations thus 
rendered necessary in the text, changes of arrangement have been 
introduced for the sake of ter clearness. The present edition 
seems to have’ been p with special care, and, as the author 
wand the whole of the chapters on Offer and Acceptance, on the 
of Illegality, on the Di ge of Contracts by Breach, and a 
ps part of those on Mistake and Fraud, Infants and Married 
omen, have been re-written. Re-writing with Sir William Anson 
means a thorough re-casting of the matter of each chapter, and very 
considerable improvements , Bose thus been introduced into what was 
y an excellent book. Designed as it is for the use of students, 
a multiplicity of references would be out of place, and it might be 
— that the Law Reports would furnish all the cases required for 
ustration of principles. But the following complaint from 
Oxford is significant :—<‘‘ t regret that I am often obliged to refer 
readers for recent cases to the Times Law Reports, and to the Law 
Times Reports. I do not feel compelled to apologize for this diversity 
of references. The apology should come from the editor of the Law 
» whose selection of cases and manner of reporting are a 
grievance to all concerned in the study or practice of the law.” 





PROPERTY OF MARRIED PERSONS. 


THE LAW RELATING TO THE PROPERTY OF MARRIED PERSONS. WITH 
AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND Notes. By Davip Murray, 
M.A., LL.D., Member of the Faculty of Procurators in Glasgow. 
Glasgow: James Maclehose & Sons. 


We can recommend this book to readers who wish for a clear and 
succinct account of the past and present state of the Scotch law of 
husband and wife in respect of property. The system, with its 
separate treatment of the jus mariti and the right of administration, 
is of course very different to that of England, and this difference has 
been by no means removed by recent legislation. By the Marri2d 
Women’s Property (Scotland) Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 21), a 
statute, as was remarked by Lord Blackburn in Paterson v. Poe (8 
App. Cas., at p. 680), not very carefully or skilfully drawn, the wife 

her movable property as separate estate, in other words, the 
jus mariti is excluded, and, moreover, the accruing income of mov- 
able and heritable property is removed from his administra- 
tion, so that she can give receipts for it. But otherwise his right of 
inistration and his curatorial power remain as they were, and 
it is the same, too, with regard to contracts, which, with some 
special exceptions, have not been touched by legislation, ‘‘ The 
powers of a married woman to contract, in reference to her separate 
estate, are, therefore, those which exist at common law when the jus 
mariti, but not the right of administration, is excluded” (p. 68). ‘‘ She 
may, no doubt, with the consent of her husband, contract so as to 
bind her separate estate, but so long as she is not judicially separated 
from him, or he is not civilly dead, his consent is necessary to validate 
the contract, and when so validated she is not personally liable upon 
it” (p. 76). Thus the result is very similar to that under the English 
Act of 1870, which gave to married women no power to contract 
which they did not possess before, but simply made certain property 
to their separate use. The English law has now gone 
, and created a system the anomalies of which have, perhaps, 
not yet been fully discovered. Possibly the day will come when in 
Eng! and Scotland alike the law as to the dealings of married 
women may be put on a rational and intelligible basis. In addition 
to presenting a very interesting account of the law of Scotland, Mr. 
Murray renders the reader the further service of comparing it through- 
out the book with the law of England. 





MORAL INSANITY. 


PRICHARD AND SyMONDS, WITH CHAPTERS ON -MorAL INSANITY. 
By D. Hack Tuxe, M.D., LL.D. J. & A. Churchill. 


This little work consists of three parts. First we have short 
biographical sketches of Dr. Prichard, who invented the name of 
“moral insanity,” and first proved the position of the Keltic 

as a branch of the Indo-European, and Dr. John Adding- 
ton Symonds—whom Dr. Tuke affectionately and appropriately terms 

“the beloved physician ”’—in especial relation to mental science. 
Then follows a cag ae on the theory of moral insanity, in which the 
author skilfully abandons the old definition of that disease, and 
takes =* new and unassailable coign of vantage. The morally 
insane, he says in effect, are those in whom disorder of the moral 
faculties is “the prominent characteristic.” The book ends with a 





minute account of a case of “co: ital moral defect,” which is well 
deserving of attention, and of which our criminal courts will doubt- 
less hear something from expert witnesses before long. Dr. Tuke is 
an able and moderate controversialist. He knows what he is writing 
about; he believes in his case, and we are almost persuaded that he 
has proved it. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Revised Reports: being a Republication of such Cases of the 
English Courts of Common Law and Equity, from the year 1785, as 
are still of Practical Utility. Edited by Sir FrepErick PoL1oock, 
Bart., LL.D., assisted by R. CAMPBELL and O. A. SAUNDERS, 
Barristers-at-Law. Vol. I., 1785-1790. 1 Cox—1 Vesey, Jr.— 
1-3 T. R. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Statutory Trust Investment Guide. With Introduction by R. 
Marrack, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. F.C. Mathieson & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY RATES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—I should be obliged if any of your readers could inform me 
whether a book on the subject of the recent inquiry before the Joint 
Committee of Parliament on railway rates and charges, or any 
analysis or epitome of the evidence and proceedings before that com- 
mittee, is likely to be published shortly. J.C. 


[We do not find that any book has yct been published on the above 
subject.—-Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


LONDON AND MASHONALAND EXPLORATION CO. ». NEW MASHO- 
NALAND EXPLORATION CO. AND EARL OF MAYO—Chitty, J., 
8th August. 


InsguNcTION—PERSONAL SERVICE—ComMPANY—DIRECTOR. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff company for an interim injunction 
restraining the defendant, Lord Mayo, from authorizing his name to be 
published as a director of the defendant company, and from acting as 
such director. The plaintiff company alleged that Lord Mayo had 
consented to act as a director and chairman of their company. This Lord 
Mayo denied. It appeared that his name had been published in a pros- 
pectus issued by the defendant company first on its list of directors. The 
defendant company was registered subsequently to the plaintiff company, 
and was stated to be a rival company. 

Curry, J., said there was room for arguing that Lord Mayo had not 
been duly elected chairman and director of the plaintiff company. How- 
ever, for the purposes of the motion, he would assume that the plaintiff 
company’s allegation in this respect was correct. If Lord Mayo wasa 
director, he, of course, would be bound by the articles of the plaintiff 
company. But there was nothing in the articles which required a dire:tor 
to give any part of his time, and much less his whole time, to the business 
of the company, or prohibiting him from acting as a director of another 
company. Lord Mayo, therefore, in this respect, was perfectly free. 
Nor was there any contract by him to give his personal services to the 
plaintiff company and to no other company. In many cases a director 
might, no doubt, be in a position similar to that of a managing partner, 
and he might stand in some such position to the company as woulda 
confidential manager to a private firm. As to that, however, il: had been 
held in a recent case, Whitwood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (39 W.R. 448; 
1891, 2 Ch. 416), that where a manager of a manufacturing company had 
agreed for a specified term to give the whole of his time to the company’s 
service, the company were not entitled, in the absence of any negative 
stipulution, to restrain the manager from giving during the term part of 
his time to a rival company. The decision there turned upon the circum- 
stance that there was no negative contract. If the case there had been 
that the defendant was about to disclose information which he had 
obtained confidentially, unquestionably an injunction would have gone. 
There was, however, no substantive case of that kind. Here, too, Lord 
Mayo had acquired no information of a confidential c ter. He 
had not even attended any board meetings, but at the most had merely 
accepted his nomination. If the contrary had been the case, and he was 
about to make disclosures, there might have been a case for an injunction. 
Such a motion as the present was wholly unprecedented. It was well 
known that the same person often acted as a director of several companies 
and even of rival companies. If a director acted contrary to his duty, 
the company could call upon him to resign, or could remove him. If his 
conduct was of a grosser kind, such as betraying secrets, they could get 
an injunction. In other cases of that class a remedy by damages seemed 
more appropriate. The extraordinary remedy by injunction—although as 
to this he must be considered as speaking with caution—would be rarely 
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appropriate. It remained to be added that the analogy sought to be 
drawn between the present case and partnerships at will was not complete. 
In the latter class of cases the getting rid of the offending might 
involve a dissolution of the partnership to the loss of the injured partner, 
whereas in the case of a company, the director could be got rid of, and 
the company remain unaffected. The company had the most appropriate 
and convenient remedy in their own hands. On the present materials no 
case had been made for acceding to the motion. The motion was refused, 
with costs.—Counset, Maidlow; E. Ford; Swinfen Eady and Peterson. 
Soricrrors, Sydney Morse ; Henry Grain. 


VENNELL ». MEAKIN—Fry, L.J., 11th August. 


MortTGAGE—VALUATION OF PropERTY—NEGLIGENCE OF VALUER—LIABILITY 
To MortcaceE—ContTractr. 


This action was brought by a mortgagee who in July, 1889, advanced 
£500 upon the security of a mortgage of some houses at Carshalton, against 
a surveyor who valued the property prior to the making of the advance, 
and, as the plaintiff alleged, with a view thereto. The plaintiff claimed 
compensation from the defendant by way of damages for loss sustained by 
the plaintiff in consequence of the property having proved to be an in- 
sufficient security, ‘‘ by reason of the negligence, want of skill, breach of 
duty, and misrepresentation of the defendant with reference to a valuation 
and report ’’ made by him. The property consisted of nine houses, called 
Alexandra-terrace, which belonged to T. N. Ward. Seven of the houses 
(those numbered 1 to 7) were subject to a prior mortgage for £1,500. The 
negotiations which led to the making of the plaintiff’s advance were con- 
ducted through his then solicitors, Messrs. Sole & Co. The defendant 
had, on the 20th of April, 1889, on the occasion of the former mortgage, 
made a report and valuation as regarded the houses Nos. 1 to 7. This 
report was sent by Sole & Co. to the plaintiff for his perusal. In this 
report the defendant said, ‘‘In obedience to your instructions we have 
made a survey of Nos. 1 to 7, which are offered as security for a loan by 
way of mortgage, and beg to report as follows.’”’ The report stated that 
‘*the property is leasehold, for a term of ninety-nine years, from March, 
1888, subject to a ground-rent of £7 each house.’’ The report gave a 
detailed description of the houses, stating (inter alia) ‘‘No. 1 is letona 
three years’ agreement, at £35 per annum for the house and £15 for the 
shop, to Mr. Collard. Mr. Ward offers all the other houses at £35 per 
annum each, and at such rentals he should be able to let them ily, 
since they are in a nice position, within a mile of the station. . . . 
We understand Mr. Ward has arranged with tenants for some of the other 
houses. . . . So far as we can see, this part of Carshalton is 
evidently on the improve by the number of houses which have 
recently been erected in the immediate neighbourhood. Our valua- 
tion of the houses is equal to £2,600.’ On the 9th of July, 1889, 
Sole & Co. wrote to the defendant as follows :—‘‘ Referring to your report of 
the 20th of April last, and to our recent interview with you in reference toa 
further advance upon this property, we write to say that we have found a 
client who is willing to lend £500 more (as required by Mr. Ward) upon the 
security of a first mortage of 8 and 9, Alexandra-terrace, and a second 
charge on Nos. 1 to 7, provided you can report to us that it is a sufficient 
security. Having regard to the amount at which you value the seven 
houses, it looks as if you would be able to advise the advance, although we 
hear that Nos. 8 and 9 are both still empty. We do not know whether you 
will require to go down to Carshalton agam, but, if so, perhaps you had 
better communicate with Mr. Ward ; otherwise kindly send us a supple- 
mentary report at your earliest convenience.”” On the 12th of July, 1889, 
the defendant sent to Sole & Co. a further valuation and report, in which 
he said, ‘‘ When we made our survey in April last we viewed the whole of 
the terrace and had Mr. Ward’s instructions to take as many as we thought 
right to do for the security of the £1,500, he, however, offering Nos. 1 to 
5, both inclusive. We, as you will remember, included under this charge 
Nos. 1 to 7, both inclusive, which we valued at £2,600, and our valuation 
of Nos. 8 and 9 (all the houses being similar, save No. 1, which has a shop 
in front) we estimate at £690. This, taking the whole terrace as equal to 
£3,290, and allowing the usual two-thirds, would allow of a further sum of 
£500 being advanced.’’ This further valuation and report was com- 
municated by Sole & Co. to the plaintiff, and, in reliance (as he alleged) on 
the accuracy of the statements and estimate of value therein contained, 
he advanced to Ward a sum of £500 on the security of a mortgage, dated 
the 26th of July, 1889, of the nine houses, subject as to Nos. 1 to 7 to the 
prior mo for £1,500. The security had proved to be valueless, and 
the plaintiff had received nothing in respect of his security except one half- 

year’s interest, and Ward had become bankrupt. The plaintiff had also 
been obliged to pay considerable sums for ground-rent and insurance. 

Fry, L.J., gave judgment for the plaintiff for £500 and interest. He 
said that the first question was, whether the plaintiff employed the 
defendant to make the valuation. His lordship was of opinion on the 
facts that the defendant was engaged to advise the mortgagee, and not the 
mortgagor. There was nothing to shew that he was to advise the 
mortgagor. He knew that a person was desirous of making an advance 
on the property, and he was expected to advise that person as to the value 
of the security offered. His lordship therefore held that there was such a 
contractual relation between the plaintiff and the defendant as that, if the 
tables had been turned, the defendant could have claimed from the 
plaintiff a reasonable fee for a performed the work for him. The 
second question was, whether the defendant had negligently performed the 
work which he had undertaken to do for the plaintiff. It was impossible 
to separate the two reports which the defendant had made, because the 


= of July was supplemental to the report of April. There was a 
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the exception of one house a’ the a 
had been let. For more than ten years the other houses in the terrace 
had been entirely unoccupied. When the defendant visited the property 
in April, 1889, he saw the condition in which the houses 
made the report of that date. It was not in di 
proceeded on the footing of the houses being 


were put into repair, not one of them would 

was, were they likely to let? It was useless to estimate the rental, unless 
it was possible to obtain tenants to the rents. 
It ought to have put the defendant on his guard and 
into that point, and to ascertain w 

houses belng taken. The defendant ought to have himself 
that. But he did not do so. He assumed that the ren’ 
would be £35; notwithstanding that the houses had been 
years, and were still empty when he made his report. No one 
the houses in their dila condition. His lordship did 
the defendant was actuated by any 
was rather for what he did not do than for what he 
blame. It was his want of vigilance which was to be co 
lordship thought the defendant had not done all that he ; 
Then came the report of July, 1889. It to his lordship that t 
advice given by the defendant in April, 1889, was given in 

that the houses would let later on. But July came round, and still the 
houses had not let. Were not these important facts for a Mane 
surveyor to consider when he was advising that money should be advanced 
on those houses? In July the defendant did not go to Carshalton again 
to see the property. He did not deem it necessary to make any inquiry 
whether any of the houses had been let since he visited the place in the pre- 
ceding April. His lordship thought, therefore, that there had been decided 
negligence on the part of the defendant—but not more than negligence. 
The result was, that the plaintiff was entitled to be repaid the £500 which 
he had advanced on the faith of the defendant’s rts, together with the 
unpaid interest on the mortgage, amounting to £37 10s., and the costs of 
the action.—Counsgrt, Haldane, Q.C., and Warrington; Neville, Q.C., and 
Montague Shearman. Sourcrtors, Potter, Sandford, § Kilvington ; Marshall § 
Haslip. 
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HALL v. HALL—Fry, U.J., 8th August. 


Witit—Consrruction—DeviszE AND Berqugst or ‘‘ FurRNITURE, oops, 
CHATTELs, AND Errecrs ’’—Reat EstaTe INCLUDED. 


The question in this case was, whether real estate passed under a devise 
and bequest in which words of description strictly ap licable only to 
personalty were used. The testator gave, de and ueathed unto 
his wife for her own absolute use and benefit, free from the control of 
any future husband, ‘‘ All my furniture, , chattels, and effects that 
I may be possessed of at my decease, whatsoever the same may be, or 
wheresoever the same may be situate; and I authorize my wife to raise 
any money that may be necessary, and to collect all amounts that may be 
due to me at the time of my decease, and request her to pay, as soon as 
may be convenient after my decease, all my just debts and funeral ex- 
penses.”” The testator then gave, devised, and bequeathed, after the 
decease of his wife, to be equally divided among three of his children 
(whom he named), if they should be living at the time of the decease of 
his wife, until they should attain the age of twenty-one, ‘‘ the furniture 
and moneys or any property which my said wife shall have become en- 
titled to through this my will, or through any other source,’’ And after 
his said children had attained the age of twenty-one, ‘‘ the furniture, 
goods, chattels, and effects, whatsoever the same may be, or wheresoever 
it may be situated, and any moneys my said wife shall be entitled to at 
the time of my decease, to be equally divided among my six children 
(naming them)—that is to say, after the three first-named children have 
prs | the age of twenty-one. I hereby declare this document to be my 
last will and testament, and I appoint my said wife sole executrix of this 
my will.” The testator’s personal estate was of small value, but he was 
entitled in fee simple to an undivided share of some real estate, a 
estate in which was vested in the trustee of another will. The 
was, whether, under the testator’s will, his widow was enti to the 
rents of this undivided share of real estate for her life, or whether they 
belonged to his heir-at-law. 

nets ., held that the testator intended to — of the whole of his 
property, and that the rents passed to the widow for her life. His lord- 
ship expressed his ee of the decision of Malins, V.C., in Smyth v. 
Smyth (8 Ch. D. 561).—Counset Chadwyck-Healey, Q.C., and E. Ford ; 
Haldane, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; H. F. Boyd. Sotrcrrors, Arthur E, 
Eves ; 8. 8. Seal; Walker § Mewburn- Walker. 


EICHBAUM v. THE CITY OF CHICAGO GRAIN ELEVATORS (LIM.)— 
Stirling, J., 6th August. 

Company—SvuRRENDER OF Orprvnary SHares—Issuz oF PREFERENCE SHARES 

IN EXCHANGE FOR ORDINARY—POWER TO PASS SPECIAL RESOLUTION FOR. 


This was an action by a shareholder in the defendant com for a 
declaration that it was ultra vires the company to allot any ference 
or other shares of the company as fully paid up to any shareholder in con- 
sideration of the surrender of any equivalent amount of ordinary shares of 
the company, and for an injunction to restrain the company from holding 
any meeting to pass or confirm any resolution cuhetden any such allot- 
ment, and also to restrain the company and its directors from making 
such allotment. The company was formed in 1839 under the Denkinary 
Acts, 1862 to 1889, with a ca of £450,000, divided into 42,500 
shares of £10 each, and founders’ shares of £100 each. Under the 





ony of houses lying out in the open fields in a decaying and dilapidated 
condition, The evidence shewed tha 889, 
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memorandum of association the company had power to issue preference 
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such terms as the company might, by special resolution, deter- 
article 62 of the articles of association the company might, by 
resolution, increase its capital by the issue of new shares. By 
63 the new shares were to offered to the existing shareholders, 
by article 128 er was given to the directors to accept surrenders of 
. All the shares in the company had been issued and had been 
id up, and there was only one class of shareholders—namely, ordi- 
Iders. On the 30th of July notice was given of an extra- 
general meeting of the company to consider and, if thought fit, 
resolution to increase the capital of the company by the crea- 
,700 new shares of £10 each, which were to be called preference 
id were to give the holders certain rights, but which were not to 
to the shareholders in accordance with article 63 of the articles 
of association, but were to be under the absolute control of the directors, 
who should be at liberty to allot the same as fully paid up to any ordinary 
shareholder in the company in consideration of the surrender by him of an 
equivalent amountfof fully-paid ordinary shares. The plaintiff now moved 
for an interim injunction to restrain the company from holding any meet- 
ing om any such resolution. It was contended on his behalf that the 
resol was ultra vires the company, on the ground, first, that it autho- 
rized a purchase by the company of its own shares, and that, although 
James, L.J., had stated in Zeasdale’s case (L. R. 9 Ch. App. 54) that a com- 
pany could give itself power to purchase its own shares, that case had been 
overruled by Trevor v. Whitworth (L. R. 12 App. Cas. 409) ; and, secondly, 
that it alter the rights of the shareholders inter se. For the com- 
pany it was contended that Zvasdale’s case had not been overruled, and that 
the company were expressly empowered to create preference shares. 
Srna, J., after referring to the memorandum and articles of associa- 
tion, continued :—-It is said that the resolution is u/trd vires. It seems to 
me that the case comes exactly within Teasdale’s case. The shares of the 
company in that case were, as to some, fully paid, and as to the rest only 
kporad Special resolutions were passed that both classes of shares 
should be cancelled, and that certain fully-paid and partially-paid shares 
be given in lieu of those cancelled. The essence of the transaction 
was that the liability of the shareholders, whether under the old or new 
shares, remained practically the same. The company was afterwards 
ordered to be wound up, and the liquidator disputed the validity of the 
transaction. James, L.J., in his judgment says: ‘‘ There is no doubt that 
a 7 may give itself power to purchase its own shares, to take 
of shares, and to cancel the certificates of shares.’? That is a 
dictum which, as the Lord Justice himself said in Hope v. International 
Financial Society (4 Ch. D. 327), went too, far, and was not necessary for 
the decision of the case. It was, however, necessary for the decision of 
the case to say whether the resolutions were valid or not, and he held 
that they were valid. I cannot find that there is. anything in TZrevor v. 
Whitworth which shews an intention to treat Teasdale’s case as overruled, 
although the dictum of James, L.J., was treated by the noble lords, as it 
was by the Lord Justice himself, as going too far. In Teasdale’s case the 
Court of A; held that resolutions for the surrender of shares, under 
almost ly similar circumstances to those in this case, were valid, 
the only difference being that there the shares were ordinary shares, while 
in this case they are preference shares. I think, therefore, that I am 
bound bcp case, and must hold that this transaction is valid. Then it 
is said that to carry into effect this resolution will alter the relation of the 
shareholders inter se. But the powers conferred by the memorandum and 
articles of association of the company are strictly pursued in the resolu- 
tion, and I do not think I ought to interfere unless the directors are 
exercising their power in an illegal way, which is not alleged. The 
plaintiff consenting to treat this as the trial of the action, the action 
will be dismissed, with costs.—CounsrL, Buckley, Q.C., and P. 8. Stokes ; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Carson. So.scrtors, Parker, Garrett, § Parker ; Paine, 
Son, § Pollock. 


DAW v. HERRING—Stirling, J., 8th August. 


PartNnersurp — Expiration oR DereRMINATION OF THE PARTNERSHIP BY 
Errivxion or TrueE—Continvance or Business witHout Fresno ARTICLES 
—OPERATION OF ARTICLES SO FAR AS APPLICABLE. 


This was a summons, taken out by the defendant in the action, asking for 

a declaration that the defendant was entitled to purchase the plaintiff’s share 
in the business by virtue of clause 27 of the articles of partnership. The 
and defendant’s father (during his lifetime) carried on business 

lp as auctioneers and surveyors under the firm name of 

, Son, & Daw. The partnership was for a term of five years from 

the of September, 1882. There was a proviso in the articles that, if 
Mr. Herring, senior, should die during the term, his son (the present 
defendant) should be admitted as a partner in his father’s place. The 
father died in 1886, during the term, and the son was duly admitted a 
. The partnership was carried on after the expiration of the term 
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as & hip at will until March in the present year, when the defend- 
ant — notice to dissolve the partnership in three months’ time. Clause 
27 of the articles provided that, ‘‘ within three calendar months after the 
expiration or determination of the partnership by effluxion of time,’’ Mr. 
Herring should have the option of purchasing Mr. Daw’s share in the 
business. The question arose whether such a clause was applicable to a 
at , and whether the option of Mr. Herring was now sub- 
¥ t’s counsel argued that, in the case of a partnership 
at after the termination of the articles, all articles not inconsistent 
with a partnership at will applied ; and therefore clause 27 applied to the 
case: Cox v. Willoughby (28 W. R. 503, 13 Ch. D. 863) and Yates 
v. Finn (28 W. R. 387, 13 Ch. D. 839). If the ership came to an end 
in any way but oy -aaeicion, clause 27 applied. The word “ partner- 
ship” referred to the new partnership at 





, not to the old partnership 


under the articles. They also cited Essex v. Essex (20 Beav. 442) and 
Neilson v. Moss End Iron Co. (11 App. Cas. 298, 34 W. R. Dig. 133). The 
plaintiff’s counsel relied upon the judgment of Lord Watson in Neilson v. 
ae Tron Co. to shew that clause 27 was inapplicable to a partnership 
at will. 

Srreuine, J., after referring at length to the judgments of Lords 
Selborne and Watson in Neilson v. Moss End Iron Co., said that the question 
was not, as he read Lord Watson’s observations on the passage quoted 
from the judgment of Lord Shand, whether the language of the original 
contract with reference to the termination of the partnership originally 
constituted was strictly appropriate to the termination of a partnership at 
will, but whether the provisions as to the consequences of the termination of 
the original partnership were in their essence applicable or inapplicable to 
a partnership at will. The view of the House of Lords agreed with that 
expressed by Fry, L.J., in Cox v. Willoughby, where it was held that 
stipulations applicable in terms to the death of a partner Jefore the expira- 
tion of the partnership term were applicable, notwithstanding that the death 
took place after the expiration of the term. Yates v. Finn was decided on the 
special character of the stipulations contained in the original contract, and 
did not contradict the principle as stated by his lordship. In the present 
case the termination of the original partnership was provided for in three 
clauses—27, 28, and 29. Clause 29 conferred a power of expulsion, but it 
was held in Clark v. Leach (11 W. R. 351, 1 De G. J. & S. 409) that such a 
power was inapplicable to a partnership at will. Clauses 27 and 28 pro- 
vided for what was to be done on the natural termination of the original 
partnership, which might be attained in two ways : first, by the expiration 
of the term of five years, both partners being alive; secondly, by the 
death of one partner. Clause 27 appeared to be directed to the former 
event, and clause 28 to the latter. The language of neither was strictly 
applicable to the termination of a subsequent partnership at will. What 
he had to consider was, whether the provisions of the clauses were in their 
essence inapplicable to a partnership at will. His lordship thought not. 
The only peculiarity of clause 27 was that it gave Mr. Herring an option 
of purchase on certain terms. The reason of that appeared to be that he 
was the original owner of the business. There was no reason why that 
should be inapplicable to a partnership at will. It was said that it might 
induce the partner to whom it was given to dissolve at a moment when he 
would gain an undue advantage, regard being had to the state of the 
partnership assets. The answer to that was to be found in the words of 
Lord Watson, ‘‘ The right must, of course, be exercised bond fide, and not 
for the purpose of deriving an undue advantage from the state of the firm’s 
engagements.’’ His lordship thought, therefore, that Mr. Herring was 
entitled to the option which he claimed.—CovunsgL, Buckley, Q.C., and 
G. P. Lawrence ; Hastings, Q.C., and Dickenson. Soutcrrors, Arber § Lewis ; 
Loughborough § Gedge. 


Re THE MARQUIS OF AILESBURY’S SETTLED ESTATES AND THE 
SETTLED LAND ACTS, 1882 to 1890—Stirling, J., 10th August. 


Serriep Estares—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 745 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 37, 50 
—Serrtep Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s. 10—PricipaL 
MANsIOoN-HOUSE—SALE BY TENANT FoR Lire—DziscretTion or Court. 


This was a petition presented by the Marquis of Ailesbury under the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, asking for the sanction of the court to a 
proposed sale to Lord Iveagh of the Ailesbury estates, together with the 
mansion-house known as Savernake Hall, and the pleasure-grounds, park, 
and lands usually occupied therewith, for the sum of £750,000, of which 
£500,000 was to remain on mortgage for five years at four per cent. By an 
indenture of settlement dated the 16th of July, 1885, the estates in question 
were settled upon certain trusts, under which the petitioner was now 
tenant for life in possession, having succeeded upon the death of his 
grandfather in October, 1886. The petitioner had married, in May, 1884, 
Miss Julia Haseley, but there was no issue of the marriage. The property 
comprised in the agreement for sale to Lord Iveagh included the principal 
mansion-house, pleasure-grounds and parks, and Savernake Forest, and 
was over 40,000 acres in extent. The gross annual rental of the estates 
was about £27,000, and the net rental was £11,600. This was charged 
with jointures to four ladies, which at the present time absorbed £8,500, 
and there was also charged interest, amounting te £2,200, upon two 
capital sums ; so that the net rental, after paying these charges, was about 
£900. As the consent of both of the trustees of the settlement could not 
be obtained to the proposed sale, an order of the court was necessary under 
section 10 of the Settled Land Act, 1890. For the petitioner it was argued 
that the sale would be for the benefit of all parties interested, as it would 
produce an income of nearly £17,000 a year for the tenant for life. At 
present almost the entire income of the estate was swallowed up in 
expenses and by the incumbrances upon it. ‘The marquis had nothing to 
live upon, for he had charged his life interest, but all the incumbrancers 
upon it concurred in the sale. The price was a very large one, and could 
not be obtained from anyone else, and the only objection to the sale was a 
sentimental one. One of the trustees of the settlement, Mr. Mewburn- 
Walker, supported the petition, but the other trustee, Lard Frederick 
Bruce, and the first tenant for life in remainder, Lord Henry Bruce, and 
all the other remaindermen opposed the sale, upon the ground that the 
settlement of 1885 was of a family arrangement, whereby the York- 
shire estates, including Jervaulx Abbey, were sold to pay off the debts of 
the petitioner, and the Wiltshire estates, which it was now proposed to sell, 
were resettled with the object of keeping them in the family. It was further 
contended that the petitioner, being in the power of his creditors, could 
not exercise a free and’ unbiased judgment in the matter, and would him- 
self reap no benefit from the sale of the only mansion-house of a his- 
torical family. The petitioner gave evidence as to the arrangement with 
his grandfather for the gale of the Yorkshire estate, and admitted that he 
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had received upon that occasion £175,000 in payment of his og but 
denied that there was any understanding between his grandfather and 
himself as to the resettlement of the Wiltshire estates. He also stated 
that since his grandfather’s death he had created incumbrances upon his 
life estate, and that a Mr. Samuel Lewis was a creditor for £200,000, and 
had commenced an action for foreclosure against him, and that a receiver 
had been appointed in that action. Lord Ailesbury admitted that there 
were wea heirlooms in the mansion-house, but that they were not in- 
cluded in the sale, and that he had made no provision for their custody. 
Srreuine, J., in delivering judgment, said that the lands in question in- 
cluded Savernake Forest, which was described by two of the petitioner’s 
witnesses as ‘‘a unique possession, which probably has not its equal any- 
where, and is possessed of great beauty and amenities which are well 
known and even historic.’”’ The mansion-house and lands occupied there- 
with had been the principal residence of the Ailesbury family since 1675, 
when the then Earl of Ailesbury had acquired them through his 
with the Lady Elizabeth Seymour, to whom they had descended from the 
first Duke of Somerset, known as ‘‘ The Protector.’”? There could be no 
doubt that the object of Ernest, Marquis of Ailesbury, in entering into the 
arrangement for the sale of the Yorkshire estates was to secure the con- 
tinuance in the Ailesbury family of the Savernake estates. It was alleged 
on behalf of the respondents to the petition that an agreement was come 
to between the petitioner and his grandfather that the former would not, 
during his lifetime, attempt to sell the Savernake estates. But, in his 
lordship’s opinion, the evidence failed to establish any such agreement 
and, indeed, regard being had to the provisions contained in the 50th soe | 
following sections of the Settled pred Act, 1882, the fact was of very little 
importance. After paying outgoings, jointures, and other charges on the 
estate the net rental was reduced to £900, and if, as was possible, the gross 
rental should diminish, any surplus would soon vanish. It was not sur- 
prising that, under these circumstances, Lord Henry Bruce should have 
described the estate as “the biggest white elephant ever known’’ ; and it 
could not be disputed that the position of the owner could only be main- 
tained, if at all, by the exercise of the utmost care and self-denial. It 
did not appear that the position of the marquis himself would be at 
all Peli. by the proposed sale; so far as he was concerned any 
benefit which accrued from it would be rea by his creditors rather 
than by himself. Section 37 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, enabled 
a tenant for life of settled land to sell personal chattels or heirlooms 
settled in trust so as to devolve with the land; but such a sale was not to 
be made without an order of the court. The duties of the tenant for life 
and of the court on the occasion of such a sale had recently been con- 
sidered by Chitty, J., and the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Earl of 
Radnor’s Will Trusts (45 Ch. D. 402). The judgment of Chitty, J. (p. 407), 
contained the following passage :—‘‘ I desire to repeat here what I have 
said before, that this controlling power of the court is a discretionary 
power, and that this must be exercised with to all the circumstances 
of each particular case, anxious attention being given to the said circum- 
stances, which vary greatly. For myself I say that this discretion ought 
not to be crystallized, as it would become in course of time by one judge 
attempting to prescribe definite rules with a view to bind other judges in 
the exercise of the discretion which the Legislature has committed to 
them.’’ With that expression of — ion his lordship entirely agreed. 
That was expressly approved by Lord Esher, M.R., when the case 
came before the Court of Appeal. His lordship then read passages from 
the judgment of Lord Esher in that case, and said that in the case of an 
old family mansion the leaning against a sale would, in his opinion, be 
somewhat greater than in the case of heirlooms. As was observed by 
Chitty, J., in the case of the Marguis of Camden’s Settled Estates (Hood bs | 
Challis’ Settled Land Acts, p. 416): ‘‘ The court would be very reluctant 
to put in force its jurisdiction derived from the Settled Estates Act to sell 
an old family estate ’’ ; and like considerations would weigh in the case of 
the sale of an old family mansion under the Settled Land Acts, and with 
none the less force that it had been preserved as thie principal mansion by 
the sale of another principal mansion formerly belonging to the family 
effected simultaneously with the settlement. His lordship was quite 
satisfied that £750,000 was the full value of the estate. If the sole 
question were whether the full pecuniary value was being obtained 
for the estate, the decision must be given in favour of the petitioner. 
As appeated from the passages which his lordship had read, that 
was not, however, the sole point to be regarded. His _lotdship 
had to ask the question, Could the petitioner be regarded as 
the position of an independent trustee for himself and all the mem- 
bers of the family? Was he exercising his discretion as a fair and honest 
and careful trustee would do under the circumstances? Now the marquis 
was not favourably situated for the exercise of an independent judgment. 
He was dependent for his daily maintenance upon Mr. Lewis. He ad- 
mitted that Mr. Lewis was very anxious that the contract should be carried 
into effect. Under these circumstances the court ought to scrutinize with 
some care the grounds upon which he asked the sanction of the court to 
the sale. The marquis in his affidavit said that the sale was not being 
made under pressure from his creditors, that he had practically no income 
from the estates, that under pane circumstances he could neither keep 
up the estates nor pay his debts, and that all parties would benefit by the 
sale. In cross-examination he said he wished to sell because he wanted to 
pay his creditors, but he regretted having to sell. So that the benefit of 
the sale would be enjoyed by the creditors rather than by the petitioner. 
Farther, “te ie person interested under the settlement was opposed 


to the sale h was actuated by the desire to enjoy in his turn this 
unique possession, the home of his family for > than 200 years. An 
honest, inde Sie trustee would have regard to this desire, and would 


endeavour, if possible, to satisfy it. His lordship could not find that the 
petitioner done so. The petitioner, in his’ affidavit, simply relied on 


the y increased income which would be enjoyed by all future 
remain . On the question whether some other part of the 
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et preserve in the family that on which everyone set great 
- rad before him threw no light. Further, as to the heirlooms of considerable 
value in the mansion-house, which were not included in the sale, their value 
was entirely unascertained, and the uis had admitted in cross-examina - 
tion that it had not occurred to him un’ the day before to consider how they 
were to be disposed of, and no 9 page pe ng made for their custody. 
That circumstance was not without significance with regard to the care 
bestowed by the petitioner upon the sale. But the matter does not rest 
there. The judgment of the Master of the Rolls shewed that the inde- 
pear ap ngeadtaiesbaa! on dheme dep oe the ition of the tenant for 
ife and his successors as regarded wealth ou the settlement. What 
was the position in the present case ? The petitioner was iersy Session melee, 
his life interest was incumbered to its full value, and he had 
large sum of money which would have gone far to maintain 
and dignity as the head of a great family. ( Aedlpemser Rew regent 

bability of his ever retrieving his pan alth he was still a young 
man, and at present childless. T was a partner in 
a lucrative business, and the more remote remaindermen had expectations 
of wealth from other sources. There was no evidence that the petitioner 
had, in exercising his discretion, given the slightest consideration to these 
circumstances. oe ee Se oe Looking at the matter 
from the point of view of an independent and careful trustee, and con- 
sidering all the circumstances, his lordship came to the conclusion that 
the proposed sale, however desirable it t be for the creditors of the 
petitioner, was not one which, having due regard to the interests of the 
tes entitled under the settlement, he could sanction, and he therefore 


the petition. 
[It was then that if the petitioner gave an undertuking not to 
appeal, his costs would come out of the estate, and Stirling, J., allowed 
the petitioner a month to consider the matter, and said that if the under- 
taking were not given within that time the petition would be dismissed, wit! 
costs ; and gave liberty to the parties to make a further application on the 
subject. ]—Counszt, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and FossetLock ; Muir Mackenzie ; 
Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and G. ‘Hendereon ; Buckley, Q. 6., and Ashworth 
James ; Stock. Sourcrrcrs, Mewburn- Walker ‘¢ Lawrence ; Hunter § Haynes ; 


Nichols § Manisty. 
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Re LLOYD EDWARDS, WILLIAMS v. FRENCH—Kekewich, J., 10th 
August. 
ADMINISTRATION—INTEREsT ON Accounts—3 & 4 Wi. 4, c. 42, s. 28. 


On accounts rendered by a creditor for goods supplied, a paragraph was 
printed that interest at the rate of five per cent. per annum would be 
charged upon the amounts of accounts after one scredit. In accounts 
rendered to the testator by such creditor, interest was charged in accord- 
ance with such notice. In accounts rendered to the testator by another 
creditor, on whose accounts no notice as to interest was printed, interest 
was also charged on the amount of accounts of more one year’s 
standing. The testator had made no objection to the charges of interest, and 
had paid sums on account of amounts in which such charges were included. 
In the administration of the — of the testator the question arose 
whether the claims for interest ought to be allowed. 

Kexewicu, J., said that it had stated, on the authority of Bruce v. 
Hunter (3 Camp. ” 487), that the fact that the testator had not objected to 
the charges for interest was sufficient evidence of a promise by him to pad 4 
such interest. In his opinion that case was not an authority for 
proposition. Having regard to Calton v. Bragg (15 East. 223) he considered 
that the case of Bruce v. Santer sant Nite ee Pee ee ere cir- 
cumstances from which a promise to pay y interest could be inferred. The 
judgment, therefore, was not rye le to this case. Further, he did not 
consider the notice that interest at five per cent. per annum would be charged 
was a sufficient demand in wri that interest would be charged from the 
date of such demand within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 28. The claims for 
interest, therefore, failed in both cases. —Counszt, J. W. Williamson ; W. D. 
Rawlins ; F. H. Jones. Soutcrrors, H. H. Stephens ; Maude ¢ Tunnicliffe ; 
Western $ Sons. 


MANDER v. FALCKE—Kekewich, J., 10th August. 


Practice—Morion to Commir—Svurstirvtep Service or Notice or 
Morton. 


This was a motion to commit a defendant to prison for breach of an 
order of the court. On the 7th of August, upon motion ex parte by the 
plaintiff, an order was made for . service on the defendant of the 
notice of motion to commit for Monda; 
repeatedly been made to serve the 
motion. -On the terug of Se ol the preliminary objections .f 
taken that (1) under no ought substituted of a notice 
of motion to commit to be allowed, (2) notice of the motion for substituted 
service ought to have been served on the solicitor of the defendant on 
the record, and (3) short notice of a motion to commit ought not to be per- 

mitted. 


Rewer pom J., said that the rule that notice of motion to comm must 

nally could not mean that a person guilty of con of 
pote ti out te geven Se cnn Se seamen Oe Sees eas the 
way. When every reasonable effort to effect personal service had been 
made and had failed, the court could and ought to grant an order for 


for the 


solicitor on the record was a nonen 
notice of motion for substituted 


substituted service. rasa none fr te no substance at all. The 
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the nature of a preliminary objection. If the defendant had not had 


time to answer the evidence of the plaintiff, a reasonable adjournment 
might be allowed. On counsel stating that the defendant had not had 
time to complete his evidence, his lordship ordered the hearing of the 
motion to stand over until next sittings.—CounseL, Gatey ; Oswald. Soxtct- 
tors, Munday, Ellis, § Clarke ; Thos. Dyson. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE QUEEN v. THE JUSTICES OF MIDDLESEX—6th August. 
Poor Rate—Dvty or Justices to Sien—Manpames—6 & 7 Writ. 4, c. 96. 


In this case a rule nisi for a mandamus had been obtained to compel the 
justices to sign a poor rate which had been made by the overseers of a 
parish in Middlesex. On the 13th of October, 1890, a rate (intended to be 
& six months’ rate) had been duly made and signed by the justices. 
There were five appeals against that rate, and it was quashed by the 
justices in special sessions. The overseers appealed, but the appeals were 
settled upon terms which involved a re-valuation, which would occupy a 
considerable time. Meanwhile the overseers required funds ; and accord- 
ingly made a rate upon the list at present in force in the parish, and the 
declaration at the foot of the rate was duly signed by the four overseers 
and two churchwardens under 25 & 26 Vict. c. 103, s. 28. The justices, 
however, declined to sign the rate, on the ground that, having quashed 
the former rate made on the same valuation, they would stultify them- 
selves by signing the present one. No counsel appeared for the justices, 
but an affidavit by one of them was read, in which the reasons for their 
refusal were set out. On the other hand it was said that the function of 
justices in signing a rate was purely ministerial, and that they had no 
right to refuse. R. v. Justices of Dorchester (1 Strange, 393), R. v. Earl 
of Yarborough (12 A. & E. 416) were referred to. 

Tue Covrr (Denman and Cotins, JJ.) held that the justices were 
bound to sign the rate. The justices had thought that by signing this 
rate they would stultify themselves, but that was not the true view. 
They had a judicial and a ministerial act to perform, and doing the 
ministerial act did not interfere with what they had done judicially. The 
rule, therefore, would be made absolute.—Covnset, Poland, Q.C., and 
Bodkin. Sourtcrrors, Houlden §& Court. 


THE QUEEN v. HANNAY—Q. B. Div., 6th August. 


Merrorotis MaNaGEMENT—PLACE KEPT OPEN FOR Dancine or Mustc— 

ON FROM Fire—CertiricATE—PLAcE Not LicENSED UNDER 25 

Gro. 2, c. 36—Dvutry or Macistrate—Mertropoiis MANAGEMENT, &c., 
Acts Amenpment Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 32), s. 12. 


The ques‘ion in this case was whether the proprietor of a building 
which was not licensed under 25 Geo. 2, c. 36 as a place of public enter- 
tainment, but which it was alleged ought to be so licensed, could be dealt 
with by a magistrate for not having a certificate under 41 & 42 Vict. c. 32, 
s. 12, the London County Council (as successors to the Metropolitan 
Board of Works) that the building was in accordance with the regulations 
as to safe construction. A summons had been taken out at the instance 
of the London County Council against Kirby, the proprietor of a building 
known as St. Andrew’s Hall, Newman-street, for keeping it open for 
musical lormances without having a certificate. Section 12 provides 
that the may make regulations as to the requirements for the protec- 
tion from fire ‘‘ of houses, rooms, or other places of public resort within 
the metropolis containing a superficial area for the accommodation of the 

blic of not less than five hundred square feet, to be kept open for public 

cing, music, or other public entertainment of the like kind under the 
authority of . licences . . . byany court of quarter sessions.”’ 
é licensing authority under the Act 25 Geo. 2, c. 36 (which deals with 
gs used for such purposes) is now the London County Council]. 
Kirby objected that section 12 had no application to St. Andrew’s Hall, it 
not being licensed under 25 Geo. 2, c. 36, and the magistrate upheld the 
objection and declined to hear the case. A rule nisi was thereupon 
obtained, upon which Kirby now shewed cause. It was argued in support 
of the rule that if Kirby’s contention were supported the result would be 
that a person who had broken the law by not obtaining a licence would be 
in a better position than a person who had duly obtained one. 

Denman, J.—I think that when this Act is looked at carefully it is clear 
that the intention of the Legislature was to use the words ‘‘to be kept 

” in section 12 as meaning ‘“‘ required or authorized to be kept 
open.’’ If sections 11 and 13 are looked at together with section 12 the 
words used in sections 11 and 13 tell strongly in favour of the adoption of 

construction I have indicated in section 12. Section 11 deals with 

of public resort containing an area of five hundred square feet 
which were at the time of the passing of the Act authorized to be kept 
open, and which were kept open, for dancing, music, and other public 
entertainments of the like kind under the authority of a licence granted 
by a court of quarter sessions. Section 12, dealing with new theatres 
and music-halls of the same area, contains the words ‘‘to be kept open’’ 
under the authority of licences by quarter sessions. Those words ‘to be 
kept open ’’ seem to me to be used in contrast to the words in the previous 
» ** Which was at the time of the passing of this Act authorized to 
open, and which is kept open,’’ and I think that the words in 
section 12 refer to buildings which ought to be kept open under the 
authority of a licence. That is a more reasonable construction than to 
limit the a, of the statute to cases where persons have actually 
obtained the licences which they ought to have. Section 13 provides for 
the granting of provisional licences in the case of premises about to be 


Fe 


if 





constructed, or in course of construction, and the provisional licence is to 
be confirmed on the production of a certificate that the construction has 
been completed in accordance with the regulations made by the board. 
In that case, therefore, the certificate is to be given before the granting of 
a licence to carry on the dancing or music themselves. That is a very 
good reason for refusing to hold that, under section 12, where a building 
comes within the description of buildings which ought to be licensed, but no 
licence has been obtaimed for it, the certificate may be dispensed with. Is 
that the necessary construction of the words? I think not. The meaning 
which I have suggested for the words ‘“‘to be kept open” is quite 
intelligible ; you might divide vehicles into ‘‘ vehicles to be licensed ’’ and 
‘* vehicles not to be licensed,’’ and it is equally intelligible to hold that 
these words ‘‘ to be kept open ’’ mean “‘ which ought to be kept open.’’ 
The language of the Act is not the best that could have been used, but I 
thimk that when these three sections are looked at together the diffiuclty 
disappears. Of course this does not finally determine the question at 
issue as regards this hall; we are only holding that the strate was 
wrong in holding that because no licence had been obtained for this 
building it was therefore outside the provisions of section 12. 
Cots, J.—I am of the same opinion. Looking at the preamble to this 
Act it is clear that it was passed ‘‘ with a view to protect the public 
frequenting theatres and music-halls within the metropolis from danger 
from fire.’’ There were, no doubt, places of entertainment existing when 
this Act was passed which the owners could not fairly have been 
compelled to alter: but in the case of new buildings it was not unfair to 
require them to be built with a due regard to public safety. In section 11 
the Legislature is dealing with already existing places of entertainment, 
and it assumes that they are licensed according to law. In section 12 new 
buildings are dealt with, and again it is contemplated that the law as to 
licences will be observed. The subject-matter is simply a particular 
category of buildings—those which ought to have licences. The 
magistrate will have to decide whether this building is within that 
category—whether it is ‘‘ kept open for public dancing, music, or other 
public entertainment of the like kind.’”’ It was said that because this 
question might be raised by means of an indictment or an action for 
penalties, therefore the jurisdiction of the magistrate to decide whether the 
licensing law had been violated was ousted. But that would be to set up 
the defendant’s own wrong, and to say that because he had omitted to 
take out a licence he could not be dealt with under this Act, which had 
been passed to provide for the safety of the public. Rule absolute.— 
CounseEL, Craies ; Horace Avory. Soxrcrtors, Peake, Bird, Collins, §& Peake ; 
W. A. Blazland. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re HILLIARD AND OTHERS, Ex parte ARTHUR & CO.—C. A. No. 1, 
10th August, 


Soticrror—Costs—TaxatTion—Common ORDER FOR TAXATION OBTAINED 
BY Soxicrror—DisputTep RETAINER. 


Appeal from an order of Romer, J., refusing to discharge an order for 
taxation of a bill of costs. On the 17th of April, 1891, Messrs. Stretton, 
Hilliard, Dale, & Newman, obtained from one of the registrars of the 
Chancery Division the common ex parte order for taxation of a bill of 
costs for £25 delivered to Arthur & Co. in respect of work alleged to have 
been done on their behalf. The solicitors at the time they obtained 
this order knew that Arthur & Co. denied the retainer as to the entire 
bill of costs. This order was served on the 23rd of April. The taxing 
master having appointed a day to proceed with the taxation, Arthur 
& Co. on the 23rd of June served a notice of motion upon the solicitors to 
discharge the order for taxation, contending that where the retainer as to 
the whole bill was disputed there was no jurisdiction to make the common 
order for taxation ; and to deprive them of the right to have the question 
of retainer tried in the ordinary way. The solicitors contended that the 
practice was settled by the decision of Stirling, J., in Re Jones (35 W. R. 
649, 36 Ch. D. 105), that under such circumstances there was power to 
make a common order to tax, the taxing masterhaving power to decide the 
question of retainer. The solicitors also took the objection that the motion 
to discharge the order was out of time, two months having elapsed since 
the order was made, whereas twenty-one days was the proper time to move. 
Romer, J., held, upon the authority of Re Jones, that there was power to 
make the common order to tax, and that, taking that view, it was un- 
necessary to extend the time, but that he would do so ‘‘if necessary.’ 
Arthur & Co. appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.), having consulted a tax- 
ing master of the Chancery Division, and also one of the masters of the 
Queen’s Bench Division, stated that they were informed that in the 
Queen’s Bench Division there was no such thing as a common order to tax, 
but that a summons to refer the bill to taxation was taken out, and if upon 
the hearing of the summons the client og a the retainer, no order to 
tax was made, the parties being left to their remedy by aetion. Their 
lordships said that it was very desirable and important that the practice in 
the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions of the court should be the same 
in this respect, and, therefore, the question raised was so important that 
they would take time to consider it or bring the matter before the Rule 
Committee. They would, however, dismiss the — in the present case 
upon the ground that the appellants had not moved to discharge the order 
for two months, and that was so out of time and so unreasonable and the 
amount of the bill of costs was so small that they would refuse to hear the 
appeal.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ashton Cross ; Napier Higgins, 
Q.C., and Alexander Young. Sorscrrons, Arthur Heiron ; Respondents in 
person, i ° 
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WARD v. GAMGEE—Stirling, J., 8th August. 


CoMMISSIONER FOR OaTHs—So.icrror struck orr Ro.tus—Oapracrry To Act 
—22 Vicr. oc. 16, s. 1—Commisstoners ror Oatus Act, 1889 (52 Vicr. 
c. 10), s. 1—R. 8. C., XXXVIII., 16. 


Fas yet sage a motion was made on behalf of the defendant that a 
purporting to be an affidavit sworn by the plaintiff on the 
bsth of A April, 1891, and filed in the court, might be taken off the file as 
being inadmissible in evidence, upon the ground that the alleged affidavit 
was not taken before a commissioner or other person duly appointed to 
administer oaths in the court, and was a fraud on the court, and that it 
had been sworn before an agent or correspondent of the solicitor for the 
plaintiff, contrary to ord. 38, r. 16, of the R. 8. C., and that the plaintiff 
and his solicitor might be ordered to pay the costs occasioned by such 
alleged affidavit and of this application. The affidavit in question was 
sworn before a Mr. T. H. Jonas. He was formerly a solicitor, and while 
he was in practice as such he was appointed, in May, 1875—and, conse- 
quently, before the Judicature Acts came into operation—by the Court of 
Exchequer a commissioner to administer oaths. Mr. Jonas continued to 
ractise as a solicitor until 1883, when he was struck off the rolls at the 
instance of the Incorporated Law Society. No steps were, however, taken 
to put an end to his commission, and he continued to act as a commis- 
sioner down to the present time. Upon the discovery by the defendant’s 
solicitor that Mr. Jonas was no longer upon the rolls, the defendant took 
these proceedings to have the affidavit struck off the file. It was contended 
on the applicant’s behalf that when Mr. Jonas ceased to practise as a 
solicitor his commission ceased, or, if it did not, that he had acted as the 
agent of the plaintiff’s solicitor, contrary to ord. 38, r. 16; while, on the 
other side, it was urged that a writ of supersedeas was necessary to deter- 
mine the commission, and also that Mr. Jonas had not acted as agent. 
Srmurme, J., in giving judgment, said that the original commission 
given to Mr. Jonas had disappeared, and he had been unable to produce 
it, but it had not. been superseded ; it had, however, been ascertained by 
inquiry among the officers of the Queen’s Bench Division that there was 
no doubt that the commission was in the form which was in common use 
before the Judicature Acts, and that it consequently continued in force 
during the pleasure of the court, and not merely during good conduct, or, 
in other words, that it lasted until it was revoked. Since the Judicature 
Acts the form of the commission had been altered, and the duration of 
such commissions was now limited to the period during which the commis- 
sioner continued to act as a solicitor. It appeared from the evidence that 
Mr. Jonas had continued to act as a commissioner since he had been struck 
off the rolls, and several other affidavits had been sworn before him in 
addition to the one in question. The question now was whether he could 
validly act as a commissioner. The contention on the part of the applicant 
was that there ought to be imported into the commission the words of the 
statute 22 Vict. c. 16, which enabled the Lord Chief Justices and the 
Lord Chief Baron, and the other justices and barons of the Courts of 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer Pen gripe d to appoint 
and empower as many persons as they should fit and necessary, 
‘such persons being attorneys of the said courts respectively, and — 
tising within ten miles of Serjeants’ -inn Hall, or other fit and proper 
sons,’’ to administer oaths, &c.; and it was ‘said that by force of t vet 
words the duration of the commission was limited to the period during 
which the commissioner was practising as a solicitor. His lordship could 
not come to that conclusion. The limited duration of the commission was 
the pleasure of the Court of Exchequer, and in order to put an end to the 
commission it would have been necessary for that court to revoke it. That 
power was now, by the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889, vested in the 
Lord Chancellor, with whom it would now lie to revoke the commission, 
and his lordship had taken steps to bring the matter before the Lord 
Chancellor, and there was little doubt as to what the result would 


be. It did not seem right that a gentleman who had been struck off the 
rolls should continue to be a commissioner for oaths ; but upon the 
to his 


question simply of the construction of the commission it ap 
lordship to .. very difficult to import into it the words ‘‘so long as he 
shall be an attorney of the courts,” because, in the first place, the dura- 
tion of the commission was expressed to be “so long as it shall please 
us,’’ and, in the next place, the commission did not. seem to be granted to 
the commissioner simply in his character of solicitor, because the right 
was not exclusively confined to persons in practice as solicitors, but 
any “fit and proper person’’ might be so appointed. The court was 
indebted to the applicant for calling attention to the circumstances of this 
case, but upon the evidence it did not appear to be established that Mr. 
Jonas was acting as the agent or correspondent of the plaintiff’s solicitor 
within ord. 38, r. 16. His lordship, therefore, did not see his way to 
ose any order, but considered that it was not a case in which the 
mdent ought to have any costs.—Counset, Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
aa Oswald ; Ashton Cross. Sotrcrrors, R. Chapman; O. C. Kent. 








At the conclusion of the business of the court on Tuesday Mr. Justice 
Romer, Mr. Napier Higgins, Q.C., the leader of Mr. Justice 
North’s court, said: I believe, Mr gins, this is the last case in which 
you will angen in these courts? Mr. apier Higgins, Q.C. : I believe so, 
my lord. Justice Romer said: Then, will you allow me, as an old, 
old friend and former junior of yours—one who has known you for many 
years, and who is now very glad as a j to be able to make these few 
observations—to express my hope, which I am sure is shared by all your 
old comrades at the bar, that in your retirement you may have a years 
of happy life, and may enjoy the re you have so well earned by pe 
long and distinguished career at the bar? Mr. Napier Higgins: 
much obliged to your lordship. 


LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat Report. 
We continue from p. 685 our extracts from the re 


rt of the council :— 
Smali Holdings Bill.—The council reported upon Bill, the object of 
which is to promote the formation Pps class of peasant proprietors and 
cultivators of small holdings of land of not less than one acre and not more 
than fifty acres, by empowering local authorities to acquire and to sell or 
let land for the purpose, and to make advances to tenants to enable them 
to purchase their holdings. The Bill is permissive only. The council 
pointed out that the Bill does me eet to make adequate provision for 
recovery by the local authority of payments to be se = the pur- 
— by way of interest on en ¢ the pretinss- eae. 
which are to remain a charge on the holding, nor for ins 
cultivation of the holding, nor for prohibiting waste, cal tak Fn the 
absence of such provision the land may easily be so deteriorated as to entail 
loss upon the local authority. They also ted that provision should be 
made for insuring the due cultivation of the holding during the period of 
twelve months or more allowed to personal representatives for sale under 
the Bill. Certain provisions in the Bill are apparently intended to prevent 
land acquired by voluntary sale from a landowner from being used for the 
erection of public-houses or for carrying on offensive or dangerous trades 
or businesses, but under the powers given by another part of the Bill the 
local authority may sell what is called ‘‘ superfluous land” free from any 
conditions or restraint. The council suggested that resale should not be 
allowed without the consent of the Local Government Board, nor should 
the restraint against the erection of public-houses or carrying on offensive 
or dangerous trades be removed without the consent of the person from 
whom such superfluous lands were purchased, and such person should have 
the same right of pre-em: _ as is given under the Lands Clauses Act, to 
adjoining owners of land. They also — that the local authority 
should not be entitled to repurchase the holding for any purpose except for 
- ublic improvements, and even then, not without the consent of the 1 
overnment Board. To give the "local authority absolute compulsory 
powers to re eget for building purposes, or because the land is capable 
of being used more profitably than as a small holding, might encourage 
cabiter by local builders, who are so frequently ound to be® actiye 
members of local boards, and defeat the very object of the Bill, which is to 
create a class of permanent small turists. The Bill establishes com- 
pulsory registration of title to s hol . This seemed in the opinion 
of the council to be reasonable, having regard to the limited interest of the 
owners and the restricted conditions of ownership, but they B monet out 
that no qualification for the office of registrar was prescribed, although his 
duties would necessarily require a knowledge of law. The council yates 
many more suggestions on other matters of detail, and their report on the 
Bill was sent to the Attorney-General, the Solicitor- General, and other 
legal members of Parliament. The Bill has been ae 
Notaries Bill—On two occasions within the last few years resolutions 
were passed at general meetings of this society, to the effect that it would 
be desirable that steps should be taken to b notaries under the same 
jurisdiction as is applicable to the solicitors of the Supreme Court. After 
much deliberation, the council pre; a Bill, which they introduced 


into the House of Lords in the year 1 viding that this society should 
have the conduct of the examination of ot semine a) ny beg be admitted 
as notaries, who, it was pro » should, oe solicitors, be admitted by, 


and be subject to the j on of, the Master of the Rolls, and - 
viding that there should be established a roll con the names of all 
admitted notaries, to be kept by the registrar of solicitors, and Mag? yd 
provision was made for preserving certain vested interests 

introduced into the House of Lords by Lord Aberdare, and was bays 
by Lord Selborne, the then Lord Chancellor, but was thrown out on 
second reading. A year or two afterwards the council determined to 
introduce the measure into the House of Commons, but the exigencies of 
the time have rendered it inexpedient that they should do so. The subject 
has again been considered by the council, and their attention has been 
called to it by one of the provincial law societies. Before determining as 

to the course which they should take, the council, in order to obtain the 
views of the various provincial law societies as to the desirability of agam 


going to Parliament, recently issued a circular for their opinion on 
the matter, and whether the council may rely upon their support. 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, Amendment Bill.—The Conve; and Law of 


pe Act, 188i, Amendment Bill was ipieetioaad by - H. Bolton, 
Mr. n, Mr. Kimber, and Mr. H. P. Cobb, end provided for the 


rooney of cab edion 6 of the 14th section of the Conve cing Act of 
1881, under which relief cannot be obtained (1) against forfeiture of leases 
for breach of covenant against ng or under-letting, or against 
condition for forfeiture by bankruptcy of the lessee, or by his interest 


being taken in execution ; =. (2) the breach of a covenant or 


condition in a mining lease 
to enter or inspect the mine. aeThe 

a covenant assigning or under-letting should be deemed 
subject to a proviso that license should not be unreasonably withheld, and 
that no fine should be Fp vaay in respect of such license. The council 
considered the Bill, and came to the conclusion that they (as a body) 
would not either support or oppose the Bill, which has since read a 
second time. 

Companies Act Amendment Bill.—The council reported on this Bill, and 
forwarded their remarks to the Lord Chancellor, the law officers of the 
Crown, and the legal members of Parliament. They ted out that the 

registration, 





Bill sought to reintroduce the old practice of 
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1844 which he fi impracticabl d repealed 
4 was found im e and was consequen’ s 
They urged that the proposed system of provisional tion would 
enable doubtful companies to be formed without ent of stamp duty, and 
eae tee doned sige hype Amare we a thus = re: = time 
pre: e revenue an e formation of bubble com- 
panies: that these considerations alone were sufficient to condemn the 
measure, and that there were other serious objections to it. The 
, like that introduced in 1888, on which the council then reported, 
pe sedan have been framed on the assumption that companies which 
vertise and invite subscriptions from the public for shares 
are the only companies to be considered, but its provisions would seriously 
poise numerous private undertakings which, in order to facilitate 
ly or business arrangements, avail themselves of the Companies Acts 
as the img hs of carrying out their objects without the complications 
and risks incident to a partnership under the existing law. The Bill also 
apparently ignored the frequent cases in which a company is formed for 
sole of ting two or more companies, or for the re- 
constru » with extended or altered powers, of existing companies. 
The provisions of the Bill appeared, therefore, wholly inapplicable to the 
and increasing number of companies which are formed to take over 
carry on the business of private firms, and which are established 
simply because the businesses taken over are too large, and the separate in- 
terests in them too numerous, to permit of their being carried on otherwise 
than through the machinery of a company, which provides an easy form of 
transfer of interests, and obviates the long and complicated testamentary 
provisions necessary in the case of the death of a partner in a business of 
magnitude. ‘The council felt that, had the provisions of this Bill been in 
force, it would have been impossible to establish and work many of the 
companies which have been formed for the purpose of taking over and 
Wo! some of the most successful undertakings of the age. It is not 
thought likely that the Bill will become law this session. 

Solicitors (Magistracy) Bill, 1891.—In their reports for 1889 and 1890, the 
council informed the members that they had petitioned in favour of a Bill 
the object of which was to make practising solicitors eligible as justices of 
the peace for any county,. notwithstanding that they may practise within 
that county. The Bill has again been introduced this session in practically 
the same shape, and the council have again petitioned in its favour, 
pointing out that, although solicitors are now restrained from acting as 
justices in counties in which they practise, they may, nevertheless, act as 
such in boroughs, which ap to be an anomaly for which no adequate 
reason exists. The council urged that it would be for the public ad- 
vantage that men who have had a legal training, and who possess the 
knowledge and experience which solicitors acquire, both before admission 
and in the course of their practice, should not be restrained from ad- 
ministering justice in magisterial courts in their own counties. It was, 
however, added that it would be desirable that the Bill should contain a 
provision to the effect that any solicitor appointed to act as a justice for 
the county in which he carried on business should not, either directly or 
indirectly, by himself or his partner, practise in any court in which he 
might sit as a justice. This he? oe has been adopted, and a clause to 
that effect iwserted in the Bill. e petition was placed in the hands of 
the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., who presented it to the House of 
Commons. The Bill has heen dropped. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 12th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington in the chair. The other directors 
a Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, J. H. Kays, Sidney Smith, 

T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £706 was 
distributed in grants of relief. Eleven new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business was transacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Deans, solicitor (of the firm of Deane & Hands), of Lough- 
borough, has been elected President of the Leicester Law Society. Mr. 
Deane was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1862. He is coroner 
for the northern district of Leicestershire, clerk to the Comntissioners of 
Taxes for the Hundred of West Goscotte, clerk to the Loughborough 
District Highway Board, and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Henry O’ Buren O’Donocuvze, solicitor (of the firm of O’Donoghue 

& Anson), of Bristol, Long Ashton, and Clevedon, has been elected 

President of ‘the Somersetshire Law Society. Mr. O’Donoghue was 

admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1857. He is clerk to the istrates 

of Long Ashton Division, clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes, clerk to the 

highway board, clerk to the Bedminster Union and Assessment Committee, 

t , & commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual com- 

- Some years ago he was president of the Bristol Law Society, 

and as such was appointed an extraordinary member of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society for that year. 


Mr, Rongert Woovrat, barrister, has been appointed Revisi 
Barrister on the South Wales Circuit. sil aii 


Mr. Wiis Lyaincroy Wrii1Ms, solicitor (of the firm of Williams & 
Edwards), of Wakefield, has been elected President of the Wakefield Law 





of joint-stock company enterprize Wd the Act of | Society 
y 





. Mr. Williams was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1873, 
after having passed the final examination with honours. 

Mr. Henry Joun Wurrenzap, solicitor (of the firm of Henry John 
Whitehead & Son), of Cambridge, has been elected President of the Cam- 
bridgeshire Law Society. Mr. Whitehead was admitted a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1850. He is treasurer to the borough of Cambridge 
and urban sanitary authority. 


Mr. Artuur WieuTmay, solicitor (of the firm of Broomhead, Wightman, 
& Moore), of Sheffield, has been elected President of the Sheffield District 
Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Wightman was admitted a solicitor in 
Easter Term, 1865. 


Mr. Tuomas Cotzorne, solicitor (of the firm of Colborne, Ward, & 
Colborne), of Newport, has been elected President of the Monmouthshire 
Law Society. Mr. Colborne was admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 
1852. He is a commissioner for oaths and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Wri11aM Consett, solicitor (of the firm of Cobbett, Wheeler, & 
Cobbett), of Manchester, has been elected President of the Manchester 
Law Association. Mr. Cobbett was admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 
1868. 


Mr. Ricuarp Henry Barrett, solicitor (of the firm of Barrett & Dean), 
of Slough, has been elected President of the Berks, Bucks, and Oxford- 
shire Law Society. Mr. Barrett was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 
1865. He is superintendent registrar, clerk to the guardians of Eaton 
Union, a commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Artuur Corson Pgaxz, solicitor (of the firm of Bond, Barwick, & 
Peake), of Leeds, has been elected President of the Leeds Law Society. 
Mr. Peake was admitted a solicitor in May, 1877. 


Mr. Joun Srvuartr Corsert, solicitor (of the firm of Spencer, Corbett, 
& Evans), of Cardiff, has been elected President of the Cardiff Law 
Society. Mr. Corbett was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1867, 
after having passed the final examination with honours. He is clerk to 
the magistrates of Kibbon Division. 


Mr. Hersert Beuan Taytor, solicitor (of the firm of C. W. & H. B. 
Taylor), of 31, Crutched-friars, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted in January, 1885. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Jackson Perkins, solicitor, of Guildford, has been 
appointed Registrar of the County Court held at Guildford and Godalming 
(Circuit No. 43), in succession to the late Mr. H. F. Day, of Godalming. 
Mr. Perkins was admitted a solicitor in 1881, and was a Law Society’s 
prizeman at the June honours examination of that year. 


Mr. Artuur P. Rumpexow, solicitor, of 76, Finsbury~pavement, E.C., 
and 28, St. Mary’s-road, Canonbury, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Rumbelow was admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. Joun Atiincton Hucuegs, solicitor, of Wrexham, has been elected 
President of the Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law Society. 
Mr. Hughes was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1859. He is clerk 
to the justices for the borough of Wrexham, a commissioner for oaths, and 
a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Watrer Storey, solicitor (of the firm of Storey, Bedford, & Wil- 
lans), of Halifax, has been elected President of the Halifax Incorporated 
Law Society. Mr. Storey was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 
1863. He is a commissioner for oaths, 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurTions. 


JosePpnH Henry Pottock Currry and Hucu ALExanpEer Marti, solicitors 
(Chitty & Martin), 10, New-court, Carey-street, London. July 1. The 
said Joseph Henry Pollock Chitty will from that date carry on the said 
business alone, under the style of Chitty & Martin. 


Tuomas Lister Farrar and James Hatt, solicitors (Farrar & Hall), 
Manchester. June 30. The said Thomas Lister Farrar will in future 
carry on the said business under the style of Farrar & Co. 

(Gazette, Aug. 7. 


GENERAL. 


Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P., on Monday entertained half of the 
members of the superintendent’s staff at the Royal Courts of Justice toa 
day’s outing at his country seat at Shoreham, Kent. 


The movements of some leading legal personages are chronicled as 
follows :—Lord Halsbury has left London for Ross-shire; Sir Charles 
Russell, Q.C., M.P., has left town for Homburg, where he intends staying 
for about three weeks; and the Attorney-General has left town for the 
Orkney Islands, where he will pass a portion of the Long Vacation. 


On Monday, says the Times, Mr. Justice Kekewich, addressing Mr. 
Marten, Q.C., and the other members of the bar present, said :—I am 
sorry to say that the list of witness actions with which we commenced the 
sittings has not been reduced by one trial. The reason is that, at the sug- 
gestion of counsel, I advanced three injunction cases to be heard with 


witnesses ; they were very important cases, and cases that could not have 


been decided without having the witnesses here. Those three cases 
lasted altogether fifteen days, and ultimately one of them had to 
stand over. This prevented me from attacking the witness list. The 
further considerations have not been v long or numerous. I have 
got rid of eighteen of them. Besides that, I have got rid of three 
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‘points of law,’ really weaisteik to actions, and I have given 
up a good deal’ of time to the hearing of adjourned summonses in 
court, some of them being cases of great iepentente. I find I have dis- 
posed of seventy-seven of them, including seventeen from Lancashire. 
chambers the numbers have mounted up. I have sat every Monday to 
hear chamber summonses, and have given up the afternoons of other 
exclusively to chamber summonses from Lancashire. I find I have got 
through 354 chamber summonses : a twent; ty eight ee nity from 
Lancashire. Chamber business is increasing in importance 
I am afraid we are not competent to overtake the business in the (tee A 
Division. I cannot say more, but it appears to mé that the state of things 
requires much consideration. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Cuitry.—July 30, at 23, Devonshire-terrace, Hyde-park, the wife of T. Willes 
Chitty, Esq., of the Inner Temple, of a son. 

Parkxer.—Aug. 11, at 43, Thurloe-square, 8.W., the wife of George M. Parker, E3q., bar- 
rister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Wricut-Tavior. —Aug. 4 , at 19, Courtfield-road, South Kensington, the wife of R. 
Wright-Taylor, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 


Bickrorp-Smitn—SkinneEr.—July 30, at St. oy Abbotts, Kensington, Roandeu Albert 
Henry Bickford-Smith, barrister-at-law, to line Louisa Marianne (Carina) only 
daughter of J. E. Hilary Skinner, of the Northern Circuit. 


Doxatpson—Beevis.—August 1, at the a church, Albury, Surrey, James Thomas 
Gruning Donaldson, barrister-at-law, to Minnie, second daughter of the late John 
Bevis, Esq., of Broadwindsor, Do: 

Foster—Ray.—July 30, at St. Sinan s Church, Lowestoft, Charles Blackwell Foster: 
second son of Francis G. Foster, solicitor, Norwich, to Emily Caroline Phyllis, younger 
daughter of James Ray, M.R.C. 8., of Oulton Broad, Lowestoft. 

Hosxine—Reaper.—June 3, at St. Paul’s Cathedral, Wellington, , J. H. Hosking, 
of Dunedin, Ng ym to Kathleen Charlotte Elmhirst, youngest aban of the late 
Lieut.-Col. H. E. Reader. 

Macsetu—Irvine.—Aug. 6, at St. Ninian’s Cathedral, Perth, James Currie Macbeth, 
B.L.Edin., solicitor, Dunfermline, to Medina, eldest daughter of W. W. G. Irvine, Tay- 
side, Newburgh-on-Tay. 

PriestLey—Price.—Jul foo at St. Edward’s, Romford, Joseph Child Priestley, barrister- 
at-law, of the Inner mple, to Annette Mand Warner, younger daughter of Ralph 

rs 


George Price, Esq, of Ma alls-park, Romf 
TrapNeLt—Bapock.—July 30, at Holy Trinit; Church, Westbury-upon-Trym. 
Trapnell, LL. R., of Clifton, Bristol, city Ch Mary, younger p saat = ter of William 


ee Westbury- 


Cintss-Suae eR.—Aug. 1, at St. Peter’s Streatham, Arthur James Walter, of the somes 
Temple, to Florence Maune Carver, daughter of the Rev. ‘Alfred J. Carver, D.D., of 
 monguaa Streatham-common, Hon. Canon of Rochester, and late Master of Dulwich 

ege, 
DEATHS. 


Kzeyxe.—Aug. 1, Thomas Keene, of 36, Brunswick-square, and 15, Seething-lane, E.C. 
Solicitor, aged 56. 


Sarrn.—Aug. 3, at Ashby-de-la-Zouch. William Edward Smith, Solicitor, aged 73. 


Tromas.—Aug. 56, at 1, Prince’s-square, W., Theodore Thomas, barrister-at-law, of 
Lucknow, aged 54. 


F. iock, i Badminton House, Clifton, Bristol, and Southmead 
upon- 





WAkyING TO INTENDING House Purcnasers & Lussres.—Before purchasing or senting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements ged examined by an from Th 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, ite Town Hall, "Victoria street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Potilation of Cilices, &c.—[Apvrt.] 


Vanity Farr Carroons.—A few Complete Sets of the Judges that have 
appeared in Vanity Fair to date are still to be had on a ogg to the Publisher. 

ere are 36 C; ms in all. Price, per Set, £? 10s. ces, 182, Strand, London, 
W.C.—[Apvt.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Aug. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwtrep rn CHANCERY. 


Cameron Frernoip Lanp Anp Investment Co, Luurrep—By an order made by Stirling, 
, dated June 6, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 

tinued Saunders & Co, Coleman st, solors for petner 

Harr Broruers, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Sept 22, to send their 
aay and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Mortimer, 100, 

ing st, Manchester Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Peu met Goat anp Iron Co, Limrren—Petn for ——s up, presented Aug 4, directed to 
be heard before the Vacation Judge on Wednesday, Aug 19 "Mackrell & Cannon st, 
agents for Wragge & Co, solors for petners Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 18 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loutep mx CHancery. 


Buenos Ayres Water Suppty ayp Dratnace Co, Liwrrep—Cred i on or 
before Oct 31, to send their names and addresses, and a of their debts or ead 
to Henry Riversdale Grenfell, Gresham House, Old Broad st Bompas & Co, Great 

PR emcees "Gs solors for li uidators . ae 
UADALCAZAR QUICKSILV on ines, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presen’ August 6, 
directed to be m Aug 19. Douglas Norman & « Like court, st, 
solors for page ~ Notice of appearing want reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 18 

Norruwicn Saur Co, Liurreo—Petn for a wom ees Aug 6, directed to be 

on Aug 19. mson & Co, Sherborne or petners. Notice of 
poees must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

Tue Sourm Argican DeveLorment Synpicatr, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or 








" before to cond thelr memes apd odiizennes, anf the of their debts or 

‘ claims, to Nichols Thomas and Arthur watt, 08, tenloukall ot ® 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Cover Antwerres, Ancieat Order of Foresters Friendly Society, White Horse Hotel, 

‘Church st, Whitby, Yorks aus ung 

Oxp Hotty Buss Socetr, New Star Tavern, Coventry, Warwick Aug 7 

Susrenpep ror Taree Monrus. 

Arrizans’ Fatenpiy Socrery, Uppingham, Rutland Aug 6 








CREDITORS’. NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 31. 
Boor, Many Ayn, Beckenham, Kent. Oct1. Hersee v Gibbs, North, J. Naylor, Copt- 
c 
Peake, Jam Date, Stoneyfields, near Newcastle under Lyme, American Merchant. 
v Peake, ke, Kekowich, J. Paddock & Hanley 
pore cow erdine Bridge, York, ont owe l Aug 21. Smith 
London ecco ag Aug. 4. 
pee ny ie ne “f = adh = Baa Fo r of Medicine. Sept 12. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 7. 
Evans, Evan, Pendre, ee Aberarth, Cardigan, Got Merchant. Sept 22. Evans 


Braxsrigio, J yous, 


ianstild, Chitty, J 


v Evans, , Stirling, J. Jones, Quali lane 
Hu: — Tuoxas, Colombo, Ceylon. Oct Oct. Haris v Hudson, Chitty, J. Joseph, Feri- 
church s 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Aug. 11. 
Hitt, Witi1am, Audlem, Chester, Gent. Oct 1. Lisle v Hill, Kekewich, J. Lisle & 
Re bag oo NGetuyeoed, Liansaintffraid, Montgomery, F Sept 
»)BERTS, Davin, rai ‘on! ‘armer. 8. Evans v 
Jones, North, J. Longueville & Co, Oswestry. 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 31. 
Barrens, Cuantes Micuart, Woodstock rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Esq. Aug 31. 
& Co, Coleman st 
Bairstow, Any, Harrogate. Sept1. Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 
Sasaee, Gossee Rickarp, Hemsby, Norfolk, Esq. Aug 21. Fosters & Burroughes, 
Batrersez, Cuaries, Wheatstone rd, North Kensington, Money Lender. Sept 12. 
samme © Mes South Shields, retired Assistant Overseer. Sept1. Young & Green, South 
Boonse, Sepaee Baker, Castor, Northampton, retired Surgeon. Sept 1. Percivil & Son, 
Bostox, Witt1aM, Aston, nr Birmingham. Sept 14. Tarleton & Butlin, Birmingham 
Bowen, Marcanret, Albert st, Regent’s pk. Aug 28. Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Boyce, Caro.ive, Cambridge sq. Aug 27. Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 
Conergy, Maw, Adeline terr, Milton rd, South Tottenham. Sept 8 Nield, Mommient, 
Carr, ‘Macs, W + gate, Northumbrid. Sept 12. Stanton & Atkinson, Newcastle. 
cor cia reine a zene Daren Om 
HAMBERLAIN, Emma, Minehead, Somerset. A Hole, Minehead 

Cockina, Jane Courstos, Friern rd, East Dulwich. Aug3l. Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Davies, Mary, Llanarthney, Carmarthen. Aug 2i. Browne, Carmarthen . 
Diesy, Lucy Masetta WinGrie.p, Malvern Wells. Aug 31. Bennett & Co, Lincoln's inn 
Fe.tows, Trrus, Great Wyrley, Staffs, Gent. Aug 31. Walker & Son, Wolverhampton 
Founta.y, Josuvua, Leipsic rd, Camberwell. Aug 22. Dallimore, Camberwell New rd 
Froaeart, Joun, Nottingham, Cotton Spinner. Sept 29. Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Grauam, Witi1Am, Westbourne pk, Gent. Sept 29. Gordon & Son, Lincoln’s inn field’: 
Hayson, Jouy, Wesley place, Yorks, Gent. Sept1. Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 
Hareoy, WitLiam, Bittern, Southampton, Gent. Aug 30. Watts, Southamptom st, 
Hinptey, Jura Isaserta, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick. Aug 31. Holbeche & Adden- 


brooke, Sutton Coldfield 
Hopeson, Bensamty, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Gent. Sept 23. Wilford, Sunderland 


Hoee, Annis, Southport. Sept 1. W & W C Hannay, Leamington 
Howakrp, Saran, Lakenham, Norwich, Baker. Aug 15. Coaks & Co, Norwich 


Jones, Prebendary Davin, Bishopston Rectory, nr Swansea. Aug 31. Collins & Woods, 
Swansea, or J Jones, Walbrook 
LEADBEATER, Joux, Hagdeworth, Yorks, Joiner. Sept1. Watson & Co, Sheffield 


Learmoutn, Joun Wiitiam, St James’ pl, Gent. Aug 22. Upton & Co, Austinfriars 


Lewis, Rev Samuet Savace, Cambridge, Fellow and Librarian of Corpus Christi College. 
Oct 31. Foster, Cambri 
Marxcanp, Wittiam, King’s Heath, Wores. Sept i4. Tarleton & Butler, Birmingham 


Mickietiwarr, ay Exizasets, Upper Brook st, Grosvenor sq. Aug 21. Foster & 


Burroughes, 
Ouivo, Beatrice, Higher Broughton, Salford. SeptS. A & GW Fox, Manchester 
Pavmer, Fanny, Ringwood, Southampton, Hotel Proprietress. Sept 1. Johns, Ringwood 
Faneqees, Testa, Dunsmure rd, Stoke Newington. Aug 11. Harcourt & Son, Basing~ 


rd, Hillingdon, Gent. Septii. Gardiner & Son, Uxbridge, 


Saunders 


Perkins, Henry, 
and John 





Ripspa.e, Exviza Sevenoaks, Kent. Aug 214. Ingledew & Co, Fenchurch st 














i 








ch nt RO atin niik Nr 


ws fo ~~ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Aug. 15, 189%. 








Roaers, Ja ‘Weston, nr Ross, Hereford. Oct 1. Austin & Austin, Union ct, Old 
Py Ashton under Lyne, Agent. Sept 1. Whitworth, Ashton under 
Suaw, Soputa, Rasheliffe Hill, Huddersficld. Aug 20. Wilmshurst, Huddersfield 
Surru, Jauns, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Surgeon. Sept 28. Wilford, Sunderland 
Taytor, Henry Irne.t, Tunstall, Staffs. Sept1. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 

Vauxs, Jonn, Easton st, Clerkenwell, Builder. Aug 31. Howard & Shelton, Tower 
Wappixcton, Many, Milnrow, nr Rochdale. Aug 28. Molesworth & Cheetham, Roch- 

_ Edgware, Clerk in Holy Orders. Sept 16. Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 
. Mag | amr Regn Lansbeidge, Deverill, nr Warminster, Wilts. Aug 31. Robins & 
Wexpourn, W1111AmM Browy, Nottingham, Estate Agent. Sept 29. Watson & Co, Not- 
“Wenuam, Laura, Barking, Essex. Sept 29. Capvon, 8t Swithin’s lane 
“Wixixsoy, Rosert, Appledore, Devon, retired Master Mariner. Sept 1. Rooker & 
“Woop, Tuomas, Bowdon, Cheshire, Gent. Sept 12. Hedgeock & Ducker, Manchester 
‘Yeipuam, Josernive Saran, The Gardens, Hammersmith. Sept 30. Blachford & Co, 
Abchurch lane 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Atig 4. 

Barker, Grorce Ricnarp, Hemsby, Norfolk, Esq. Aug%i. Fosters & Burroughes, Nor- 
(CuamBeR_ain, Emma, Minehead, Somerset. Aug 30. Hole, Minehead 
Coorrr, Many Axy, Nottingham. Sept 4. Heath & Sons, Nottingham 
Ditton, Grace, The Avenue, St Margaret’s, East Twickenham. Sept 26. Diggles & 
Dupeéeoy, Pair eal Bath, Esq. Sept 15. Smith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Foster, Joseru, Denholme, Bradford, retired Grocer. Sept i. Land & Foster, Halifax 
‘Giss, Witt1amM Epwarp, Beckenham, Kent, Colonel Indian Army. Sept 11. Burch & 

Spring gardens 
Gou.pssroven, Ann, Selby, Yorks. Sept 30. Weddall & Co, Selby 
GouLpssroven, Tuomas, Selby, Yorks, Sailmaker. Sept i. Weddall & Co, Selby 
Gray, Axx, Wolverhampton. Aug 12. Thorneycroft, Wolverhampton 


‘GreenineG, WILLIAM, J hine avenue, Brixton rise, retired Wholesale Bookbinder. Aug 
31. Bi ‘ Crown sq, Southwark 
Hap .ey, Enocu, Reading, Gent. Oct 31. Sanders, Bromsgrove 


Hatt, Exizanern, Purstone Hall, nr Pontefract. Sept 12. Sangster & Coleman, Ponte- 


Hanvey, James, Camden rd, Livery stable Keeper. Sept 11. 8 Price & Son, Walbrook 

Bef Carnerine Hanrnizt, Redcliffe grdns, South Kensington. £ept 16. Wood & Co, 
ymond Sv inn 

Heywarp, James, port, Gent. Sept 1. Welsby & Smallshaw, Southport 

‘Hopeson, Joun, Whirlpippin, Whicham, Cumbrid, Yeoman. Sept 7. Butler, Broughton 

: in Furness and 

Howarp, Wir.14M Supsury, Nottingham, Miner. Aug 15. ES Howard, 6, Spencer terr, 

; Beaconsfield st, Nottingham 

Kyieut, Mania, Sept 2. Durham, Kingston upon Thamas 

Mickietuwarr, Ly 4 Exizasetu, Upper Brook st, Grosvenor sq. Aug 21. Fosters & 

Movtes, Grorce, Church rd, Sutton, Esq. Aug 31. Hughes & Co, New Broad st 

Puiturps, Mary, Penrailtcybwr, St Dogmells, Pembs. Aug 31. Jenkins & Evans, Cardi- 


gan 
Paruirs, Ricuarp Jones, Penralltcybwr, St Dogmells, Pembs, Gent. Aug 31. Jenkins 


om, Tonbri 
Sanps, Sanan Ann, Tonbridge, Kent. Oct 1. Palmer & Wardley, Tonbridge 
Sarrertuwaite, Taomas Epmonsoy Steapman, Ashbourne, Derby, Gent. Sept 1. Sharp 


Tuomas, Hexry, ‘Weston super Mare, Gent. Sept 30. Coleman & Co, Birmingham 
Tumetty, Tuomas, Ashton under Lyne, Innkeeper. Aug 31. Pownall, Ashton under 


Watusiey, Grorar, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs. Sept 1. Parker & Ayre, Manchester 
Wickens, Saran, Southborough, Kent. Sept 8. Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Voom, J. Reigate, Surrey, Merchant. Sept 15. Sladen & Wing, Del ay st, 
Woorton, Exiza, Worcester. Sept 30. Stallard & Son, Worcester 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, Aug. 7. 

Aprietoy, Wii11am, Sancton, Yorks, Farmer. Sept 26. Robson, Pocklington 
Armirace, Fanny Hennierrtt, Stone, Staffs. Aug 31. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Atrwoop, Janz, Gordon rd, West Ealing. Sept 15. Humfrys, Hereford 
Bares, Geonce, Kettering, Northampton, formerly Auctioneer. Sept 4. Snow & Atkins, 
‘CatverT, Frepenick, Inner Temple, Q.C. Sept 30- Western & Sons, Essex st, Strand 
‘CLatwortuy, Joux, Hawkridge, Somerset, Farmer. Sept 15. Hole, Minehead 
‘Cotiins, Marcaner, Chiddingly, Sussex. Sept 10. Fardell & Canning, Mitre chbrs, 
‘Coxpy, Wit11am, Plympton, Devon, Butler. Augi6. Bickle, Plymouth 

*CouLsoy, ue. , Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent Sept 18 Pet- 
Date, Seon WILLIAM, York, Provision Dealer Sept8 Spink & Brown, York 
Waeemay, Evizapztu Axxe, Hove, nr Brighton Aug 22 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch 

avenue 

Gixver, Epwarp, Aston juxta Birmingham, retired Gunmaker Sept 1 Buller & Cross, 
Ines, James Lewss, Wanstead, Essex, Gent Sept 5 Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
a Davin James, Whittington avenue, Shipowner Aug 31 Griffith & Co, George 
Jounsox, Arraur, Banbury, Oxon, Wine Merchant Aug10 Stockton & Son, Banbury 
Jonxs, Wittiam, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Sailmaker Aug 31 Lloyd & Co, Criccieth 
Keeruixe, Jony, Digheth, Birmingham, Fishing Tackle Maker Sept 29 Coley & Coley, 
Lzsan, Joun, Aspull, Lancs, Cotton Spinner. Sept 15. Ackerley & Son, Wigan 
Matxorr, Jamzs, Kenninghall, Norfolk, Carpenter. Sept 7. Clowes, Attleborough 


Oapex, James, Hanley, Staffs, Joiner. Aug 31. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

O’Suea, Marcaret, Burbage Hall, Leics. Sept 18. Turner, Bedford row 

Pan mma, Ashton under Lyne, Coach Proprietor. Oct 1. Whitworth, Ashton under 
Punuror, , James, New Broad st, Merchant. Sept 29. Barlow & James, 
Picton, tl Mydrim Village, Mydrim, Carmarthen. Sept 1. Browne, Carmarthen 
Pierce, Tuomas, Southport. Sept 30. Buck & Co, Southport 

Piecort, Mary, Derby. Sept10. J & W H Sale, Derby 

RENsHAw, posure CHARLES, Soatoet, retired Manager. Oct 30. Leach, Manchester ; 

Di en, Manch 

inienent len, aterloo, a Sept 1. Nicholson, Liverpool 

Row a eee Westen, Sevenoaks, Kent, Grocer. Sept 15. Garrett, Gt James st, 
Rusuton, Fanny, Thornton, Bradford. Sept1. Farrer, Bradford 

Sampson, Henry, Wine Office ct, Fleet st. Aug 31. Watson & Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 
Srepuens, Mary, Cheltenham. Sept 15. Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
Storr, Ex.is, Bailiff Bridge, nr Brigh , Cotton Sp Sept1. Farrar, Bradford 
Srow, Joun, Blackburn, Bread Baker. Augi7. Sutcliffe & Sons, Burnley 
Wi1«s, Georae, Sheffield, Steel Manufacturer. Sept 9. Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
Wirners, Wit.1Am Suevpon, Stockton on Tees, Bread Manufacturer. Sept 1. Trotter» 


Stockton on Tees 
Woop, Samvet, Astley Bridge, nr Bolton, Gent. Sept 4. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, Bolton 





London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug 11. 
Asutox, Harry, Sheffield, Tailor. Sept 11. Watson & Co, Sheffield 
Baizey, Jony ALLANsoy, Weston, nr Bath, Clerk in Holy Orders. Set15. Brice, Bridge” 
water 


Banca, At ALFRED, Miranda rd, Upper Holloway. Sept 21. Jennings, Patshull rd, Kentish 


Basset, Hannan Aveusta, Clifton gardens, Maida vale. Sept 29. Skewes-Cox & Co., 
Lancaster place, Strand 
Bentey, Sevixa, High rd, Chiswick. Sept 30. Watkins & Co, Sackville st, Piccadilly 


Birp, Wii.1AM Lionet, Uxbridge rd, Chemist. Sept 7. Hamond, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Biake, Cuartes Witt1am, Manor gardens, Holloway, Journalist. Sept 15. Neave’ 


eapside 
BroapueaD, Mary, Macclesfield. Sept 12. Mair & Blunt, Macclesfield 


Brovouton, Joan Detves, Kingswood, nr Bristol, retired R.M.L.I. Sept19. Wynne & 
Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Browy, Mixwie He en, Porchester, Hants. Sept15 Stevens & Co, Witham, Essex 


Burton, Exuen, Birkdale, Lancs. Sept 4. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Criatwortny, Jous, Hawkridge, Somerset, Farmer. Sept 15. Hole, Minehead 


Coomte, Henry | ait pag Lamb’s Conduit st, Bloomsbury, Gent. Dec 31. Wright & 
ey; ‘ord row 
Dawson, Lawrence, Market Rasen, Lincs, Gent. Sept 25. Rhodes, Market Rasen 


Diyuam, Tuomas Henry, Battersea, Surrey, Plumber. Sept 30. Young, St John’s hill, 
Clapham Junction 
Duyy, Samuer, Worcester, Cooper. Sept 29. F. & H. Corbett, Worcester 


ay, Senet Daventry, Northampton, Farmer., Sept 29. Burton & Willoughby, 
Eve.eicu, Joun Davy, Lower John st, Golden sq, Military Outfitter. Sept 29. Rundle & 


Hobrow, Portland House, Guildhall bldgs 
Fow er, Grorce, Stone, Berkele , Glos, Baker. Sept 18. Crossman & Co, Thornbury 


GILL, P namae Stockton on Tees, Butcher. Sept 7. Hunton & Hunton, Stockton on 


‘ees 
Hamaonp, Racuer, Cheetham Hill, Manchester. Aug 31. Hanchett, Manchester 


Harrison, Witu1aM Putir, Knutsford, Chester, Doctor of Medicine. Oct10. Ashworth 
& Inman, Manchester ; 
Hayyes, Jouy, Leeds, Cashier. Sept 19. EM Jones & Son, Leeds 


Hewerr, Georce, Farnham, Surrey, Dealer. Sept 20. Hollest & Co, Farnham 

Huyt, Witxiam, Morley, Derby, Farmer. Sept 20. J & W H Sale, Derby 

Jansson. Saran, Liverpool. Sept 29. Bateson & Co, Liverpool 

J ig, 4isM, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Traveller. Sept 16. J. & S. P. Popes 
xever 


Laruam, Ameria, Macclesfield. Sept 12. Mair & Blunt, Macclesfield 
Lever, Lyp1a, Fulham pl, Paddington. Sept7. Davie, New inn, Strand 
ik Exoise, pegehagin 28 Regent’s pk. Nov 1. W.H. Elsworthy, Harrington 
st mpstead rd 
Moret, JouN — ie avenue, Hampstead, M.A., LL.D., retired School 
0. 


r. & Spalding, Queen st, Queen Victoria st 
Nicoti, Arruur, Cowleaze House, Hendon, Esq. Oct 1. Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Patmer, Joun Heyry, Solihull, Warwick, Physician. Sept 14. Jaques & Sons, Bir- 
mingham 
Payne, Frepertck Wynpuaw, Kirkdale, Clapham Common, Esq. Sept 19. Miller & Co, 
Savile row, Burlin ~*~ io 

Pererkowsky, Myzrs, Wakefield, General Dealer. Aug15. Lodge, Wakefield 


Perers, Epwaxrp, Alphington, Devon, Gent. Sept 16. J. & 8. P. Pope, Exeter 
Roserrson, Georer, Birkenhead, Joiner. Sept 10. Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Rosrxson, Micuar., Rasen, Lancs, Grocer. Sept 25. Rhodes, Market Rasen 

Rovanton, Maria, Eastbourne. Sept7. Coles & Co, Eastbourne 

Scuotes, Georce Barton, Esq. Sept 29. Darbishire & Co, Manchester 

Sovrma.y, Anye, Leominster. Aug 20. Southall, Leominster 

SournaLtt, Mary Ayn, Leominster. Aug 20. Southall, Leominster 

Gyenn, Boss GoopreLLow, Faversham, Timber Merchant. Sept 2%. Carr, High 


Geieseuen, James, Gt Lever, nr Bolton, Farmer. Sept 21. Russell, Bolton 

SrorrortH, Witi1am, Upholland, Lanes, retired Publican. Sept 10. Peace & Ellis, 
ee ae Keay, Dulwich, Surrey, M.P. Sept 18. Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Tit, Exiza, Caversham, Oxon. Oct11. Brain & Brain, Reading 

Vaux, Emmy, Shenley, Herts. Sept 29. Sykes, Old Broad st 

Wixcox, Wiit1am, Weston super Mare. Oct 6. Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 
Wizsoy, Heyny, Holbeck, Leeds, retired Shopkeeper. Oct 1. Middleton & Sons, Leeds 





McLaveuuy, Pargicx, St Helens, Machine Clerk. Sept 1. Thomas, St Helens 





Wooncock, Gzoraz, Coventry, Solicitor. Sept 30. Woodcock & Co, Coventry 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, Aug. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anpys. ALFRED Pet July is Onl Aus 5 Provision Dealer 


DGAR, D Pp, Member of 
School Board Tick Court Pee ethals 13 Ord 


Aug 

me 4, Joun oo amen, Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford Pet 
Aug 4 4 

—— Grom, Cu Earaitt, Commission Agent Cardiff Pet 


Stechford, Yardley, Worcs 
Birmingham Pet Aug 4 Ord 


Aug 
Buivats, Haney, Dover, Saddler Canterbury Pet Aug 4 


Browy, . Grorce, Gloucester, CashierG W Ry 
Goods Gloucester Pet Aug 1 Ori Aw 

ButrerwortH, James Epwarp, Stockport, Firelight Manu- 
facturer Stockport Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Ong ae sees Dawlish, Devon, House Decorator 


rd Aug 4 
CorTTaM, aes a ce 





ANDREWS, 
Wi 


eon GrorcGEe , 5 
— der 


Lancs, Teemer Bolton Pet Aug 4 
Ord Aug 4 
Data vast Lozells, Birmingham, Hatter Birmingham 


De tayrant Witi1am Reve, Marquis, ew Journa- 
list High Court Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 5 
Dickson, CHARLES a. Bishopsteignton, Devon Exeter 
Pet June 18 Ord A 
Fear, Epwarp Jony = Sell Loughborough mansions, 
= » Jo High Court Pet Aug 4 Ord 


Fe.t, = kee Orren, Ainsdale, nr Southport, Mechani- 

a owe at fm lverston and Barrow in Furness Pet 
Aug 

FREEMAN, emtan Weansast, Th Tacs * Limehouse, Cooper 
High Court Pet.Aug4 Ord A 

Gautier, Honore Luciey, and A JuLes GAvUTIER, 
Vauxhall Bridge rd, Greengrocers gh Court P 
Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

Jones, JOHN ig Burry Port, Sumerian, Draper 

Pet Aug 1 Ord Ai 
om F- , tuouasy Pin Ee, Buil 4M East Stonehouse 


Halstead, Eases, General Factor Col- 
Leask, N. Sammon ey rd, South mayen | 7 aed 
Schoolmaster High Court Pet Aug 5 


Secu: jittsan 
chester et A 


me... Anprew, Maryport, bei, ANE silder 
ys uaa and Workington Pet July 20 Ord 
Martin, ee Man ham, Bradford, Cardmaker’s 


ning’ 
Bradford Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 
Shales. fee Webb’s rd, Battersea Rise, Surrey, 
Assistant to a Milk Seller Wandsworth Pet Aug 4 


Ord Aug 4 
Mosentuat, Frepericx, Maddox st, Capt in 
| Regiment High Court ~ & 5 Ord 
ug 
Morre, Cuartes Freperick, ae Twickenham 
rentford Pet July 4 we ge Aug 4 
~ 2 Public 


Patmer, Geravp, King Will: Sec 

Company Court Pot May 1 Ord 
ALTER Hit, — Dairyman Greenwich 

uly 30 Ord J uly 

PicksTong, Seeeus, Haxcheeter, Butter Merchant Man- 

chester Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

me. Cazes, the Mall, Ealing, Stationer Brent- 
ford Pet July 31 Ord July 81 

Russe.., Jonny, om, Iron Merchant Whitehaven 

Pet Jul uly 31 Ord a A> 
Game? gn ty Leeds, Tailors’ Trimming Merchant Leeds 
7 We Ord J ruly 30 
Bunn a ee SE ae —- Boot Maker Can- 
Aug 4 
am... eves, prs Smitu, ro | Situ, Hipper- 


Pearce, 
Pet 


sodas Halifax, Quarry Owners Halifax Pet Aug 
Symonps, Wine ae Durham rd, Carpenter 
High Court Pet A ee 


1g) 5 Ord A 
a ~~ aie Derbyshire, 48, Derby Pet July 
= Taslemere Surrey, Builder 


Went Gaunen, the 
Buil der Guildfo: Godalming Pet Aug 4 Ord 
ug 

Wickenpey, Wititram Henry, Wells, Somerset, Con- 


ectioner Wells Pet July 31 Ord Aug 4 
Wirursms, Davir Frepericx, Manchester, 
Manchester Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 


» Boot Dealer 


The itnntees euaented notices are substituted fer those pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Aug 4 


Hurpixe, Georce Joun, Bath, Boot Salesman Bath Pet 
July 31. Ord July 31 


Tonvon. Witty, "Wottingham, Commervial Traveller 
Nottingham Pet July 15 Ord July 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anpersoy, Josep, Brockley, Kent, Draper | Aug 17 at 12 
Bankruptcy dgs, P Portugal st, ’s inn 

Batty, ALFRED Heap, Laurence Pountney Hill, Printer 
Aug 18 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Ba.pwin, Joux Hivoxe, Bradford, Fruiterer Aug 19 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, row, Bradford 

Bartram, Lions Witu1am, Featherstone bldgs, Holborn, 
Licensed Victualler aati 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Bunrrorp, F, £ Cambridge st, _rd, Box Manu- 
facturer 18 at 1 uu. » b Carey st, ’s inn 
See Ae Farmer Aug 18 at 2.30 
nowen on 
Coz Were Ht — Dawlish pag hms House Decorator 
Aug 18 Off Reo, 13, Bedford cir, 


Buston, ome 4 
Off 





Corram, JAMES. Farmer Aug 17 at 2.30 

= Jam » Risley, Lancs, ug 

Cryer, WALTER, 
Agent 


DELANY Jomy 
at li Off Rec, Walsall 

Dossoy, Bes Bowness, Weg, Joiner Aug 15 at 
11 Off Ree, 120, te, Kendal 


Evans, Epwiy. 
of Rec, . Tunstion’ Hii 


Gices, Henry, and Josern Henry Gites, East Barnet, 
Grocers July 24 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Hancock, Aurrep J, late of Abergavenny, Mon, Auctioneer 
Aug 18 at 12 Olt Ree, 0 OP eT yr Tydfil 


Hume, Samvue Merchant Aug 18 at 3 
or Hee, Ogten's chine at Ae 


Evame, 2 Joun, ire, Cattle 
Dealer Aug 15 at 12.30 dgs, Northamp- 


Jaceeem, oer Roserr Cuaries Bucuanay, Moss Side, 
late Beerhouse Keeper Aug 14 at 2.30 
, Oden's chars, say e st, ane ester 
Jomo, 'REDERICK, Walthamstow, 
reamed 


Aug 19 at us "Teint @ "hides Portugal st, 


= ver, Honan Gerorce Heyry, Stibbington st, Somers 


Victualler ‘Aug 2) at 12 33, Carey st > 
Morey, Curves, Southsea, Builder an 2tat3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge jnctn, h st, Portsm 


NETTLETON, Aegon ARSDEN, Horbury, Yorks, Cattle 
— Aug i4at11 Off Rec, Bond terrace, Wake- 


Neumann, Gustave Wittram Louis, Fenchurch st, 
Colonial Merchant Aug19at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


—_ et ne thle 


in’s inn 


inn 
Newman, Tuomas W1t1m, Ellesmere, eee late Reliev- 
ing Officer Sept 11 at11.15 Prio: rexham 
Pitcurer, Avaustus WALTER, late cer’s row, Bermond- 
sey, Draper Aug 20 at 11 me yf st, Lincoln’s inn 
PoutoK, Firzwituiam Tuomas, late o Farnham, Surrey, 
re Colonel Aug2iati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Ratcuirre, James, Hythe, Colchester, Coal Dealer Aug 18 
at 12 » Pri st, Ipswich 


? 
Ricuarps, ALEXANDER Carter, Okehampton, Daree =~ 
Aug 18 at12 10, et meen 4 terr, ——- 
RosenBere, Juivs, Distaff lane, Cannon st, Man turer’s 
t Aug 25 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Ross, ALExanperR, Kendil, Nurseryman Aug 15 at12 Of 
Rec, 120, Highgate, Exeter 
SauspERs, Ropeet Cuari. Es, Lewes, oe sang Seetioiher 
Ol inom, late 


Aug 17 at12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, B: 
ScHoriELD, JAMES (Deceased), Hathershaw, 
Cotton Spinner Aug i4at1l Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, 
Pg my Regent st, Electrical Engin: 
ort, Montacu James, s' ec! eer 
Aug 19at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Bankruptcy 


Seroy, D. E., Cromwell rd Pies 19 at 11 
igs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
SIDEBOTTOM, Henry, "Manchester, Wholesale Grocer Aug 
18 at 3.30 ien’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Sars, oa ARRY By and Tuomas Sarrn, Hip- 
— 0) geet , Quarry Owners Aug 19 at 11 


nee eg Hexay Veep tee Gout Baker Aug 25 at 3.30 


st, Portsmouth 
Srupp, Roser, eae’ Broml 7, timex, Farmer Aug 18 at 
12.30 36, Princes st, poe AN 


ae Rosert Gitpert, Portsea, Grocer Aug 25 at 3 


, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsm: 
Terry, Tom, sation. Derbyshire, ch Aug 14 at 3 
Traveller 


erk 
Off Ree, St. James's chmbrs, Derby 
Turton, ace ee Commercial 
Aug 18 at12 Off Rec, St. Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
Weeks, WiLu1AM ig a Tailor Aug 14 at 
12.30 Queen’s Hi 
Wi.uiams, Joun Vien ‘Llunberis, 
Draper Aug 18 at 12 Cigpt chmbrs, , Chester 
Wriaut, Hargy, Bradford, Chemist Aug l4at ll Of 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ae Joun ~ yea Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford 
Pet A Ord Aug 


alten eae Wittian F ‘eatherstone ts ear 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet nord 


ii 
Aug 5 
er Harman, Dover, Saddler paar: Pet Aug 4 
4 


Brown, oa Georg, agg ry ee a Gt Western 
Ry Goods a rm te 1 Ord vane - J 1 
Buut, CHarues, Hummums H > 
Gent Court Pet June2 Ord A 

Buston, ‘“ yee, Yorks, Farmer lteatines 
Tyne Pet July 6 Ord = 1 

Burrerworts, James Epwarp, Firelight Manu- 
facturer Si Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Cote, Witi1aM Henry, Dawlish, Devon, House 
Exeter Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 


ey, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet Aug 4 

ug 

Dennan, Jonn Eustace, Mente - Guane st, Dentist 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord 

Glam, Miller 


Corram, JAMEs, 
Ord Aug 4 


Epwarps, Lewis. 
Cardiff Pet uly 18 15 Ord July 81 


i. Bowano. JOHN poe Vaatenes = ae | 


5 
Faenuax, Tuomas WILLIAM, Ramen, Limehouse, Cooper 
PR 
AUTIER, NORE LucIEN, BERT JULES GAUTIE: 
Vauxhall Greengrocers High Court Court Pet 


5 Aug 5 
GranaM, Joun, Moorcroft Hi 
rio atket Gardener Windsor 'e Pet June 1 une f Ord r Oya Ate 4 
1, Manchester, Oil Merchan' 
aes} se Ord Aug 1 








JENNINGS, Bewss, Bath, Contractor Bath Pet May” 

J = % A Re nee On Dra: 

‘ONES, JOHN ee per 
Carmarthen 


pe Nernst i Hampstead, — 
=) asuancei Hatley rd, South Pet Aug5 Ord A 


Mea Anprew, Maryport, Cumberland, “4 

Cockermouth and and Workington Pet July 2) Orl Aug 4 
Carimaker’s 

ug Ord Aug 5 

Masterton, Ropert Heros, Gol Feeect Cross Hotel, Chari ing 

ny iain occupation High Pet June li O; 

ug 5 

Mitxarp, “iy JAMES ae, Wholesale Clothier 
Bristol uly 17 Ord Aug 

Myatt, ; a, Jouy, and fo be Wooprorre, Hanley, 


Hanley Pet July 15 Ord Aug 1 
w, Bormond- 


Martin, es 


Prrcuer, Aveustus WATER, late 
Court 


sey, Pet Jul: 
Pock.ineTon, CHares, The Mall, , Stati 
ford Pet 


Es, 
July 31 Ord July 31 
Rosgrt, Gaston, f ly Cannon st High Court Pet 
Trimming Merchant Leeds 


28 
Sairg, Barnerp, Leeds, Tailors’ 
"Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Site ‘ane, Harry Sarna, — Tomas a: Daren, BPX. 
nr Quarry O 


5 Aug 5 
Symowps, Witt1am, Durham rd, Seven Sisters rd, Carpenter 
Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 
Terry, Tom, Sandiacre, Clerk Derby Pet 
Wath Gestan jks Haslemere, Sure, aider Gu 
ARDLE, GEORGE, jun, ui 
eet acl Gousbting Be ag Ool Ang 
Warkins, James Vane an Now port Mon, ~~ e Mer- 
chant Newport, Mon Pet July 17 Ord July 31 
London Gazette.—Tusrspay, Aug 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AvucKLanp, THomas emer Solicitor’s Clerk Nor- 
thampton Pet July 22 Aug 8 


Carrineton, Epwarp, Shopkeeper Walsall Pet 
A itn 

Carter, Gerorce, with oa Yorks, Farmer 
Blackburn Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 


Came a Oxfoud, Butcher” “Oxford Pet Aug 6 

Goma Womens, Stu ye 2 cat, Mushroom Grower Can- 
6 

Davey, GeorGE, om, ule, Yor Yorks, 5 ee Leeds Pe? Auz 

8 Ord Aug 8 


Epwarps, pm 7, and Bricutr Picxstoms, Gloucester 
Nantwich and Crewe yg ~ Ord Aug 5 


Gaytor, awry ME SamveE: Corn Dealer 
Stockton on and Middlesboreugh’ Pet Aug5 Or 


2S —_ Vale, Journalist 
Gairritus, Greorce Henry, Wore Butcher 
Kidderminster Pet July 30 J 


Hatuietrt, Witiuiam Georce, Donhead St ihe: Wilts, 
a Pi ury Pet Aug 6 Ord 
Rowaieee, Joun Wit.14m, Halifax, Mantle Dealer Hali- 
fax Pet Aug7 brady 
Jones, DanteL, st, Islington, Draper High Court 
La bent or anos mg 6 Ord Ang ata, Wiese Sve 
WLEY, Goro, Selly ‘a or 
L 7 Bradford” Pro p _ 
~~ AMES, ion Agent 
Marr — Ne je Ord Ae > EES High 
ENSTRAUS, Dora, i 
apy tate Pectagel st, Solicitor oe 
TON, cit 
July 16 Ord Aug 8 — 


Aug 5 
GiNGoLD, be a 
Court Pet June 2 


PEp.er, eeonhae, YF Somerset, Yeoman Taunton 
Pet Ord Aug 7 
her 6 ono, Bristol, Carpenter Bristol Pet Aug 7 


Surrey, retired Merchant 


Txompso: met ig port anes Spinster 
‘in N 

Waren, bout “Pet Ang 6" eae Fancy Draper 
Wixsow, papery A ting Hill, Chemist 


OO ie High Court 


Wvyzr, Max, & Co, 

Pet June 16 Ord Aug 6 

The following amended notice is substituted for that 

published in the London Gazette of A: 

Date, Rosesrt, a Lane, Seeaingiem, Satter ‘Ticnteptam 

Ord July 30 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALEX Joun Lawren St James’s, late 3rd. 

re or 


W Joux, 21 at 12 
ate | ee ee 3, 


te 59x pals 











eee iy baler 


> 
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‘eines Marruew, B Maker Aug 20 at 1.30 
Exchange Hotel, Pander. Bg neem ‘od 
, Hopson, Svea Linon veer “3 Aug 1gati2 Off 


Brow i. Blver 1AM Grown Gloucester, Cashier Gt Western 
y’ Goods Dept Aug 20 at 11 Off Rec, 15, King st, 


Burrerwortn, Jamis Bow ano, Stoe 


rt, gz a. 
Aug 18 at 11.30 Off 


County chm 


Ciaripge, = Oxford, Butcher pi 22 at 3 1, St 
Coes, Taowas, Stewkley, Bucks, Coach Builder Aug 18 
at 11 Off Rec, 14, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 


Cooxe, Gronce a af nee oe Financial 
Agent Aug 26 ai rey coln’s inn 
Davey, Grora eer Som Yorks, Labourer Aug 20 at 12 Off 
Face, daonae, old a Olt Chao 3 Mantle Manufacturer Aug 26 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


GEISEL, a gee Grove rd, Holloway, Flour Factor 
Aug Bankruptcy bl bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


in Bel 
Hatrett, Wittram Grorcr, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, 
Journeyman Plumber Aug 20 at 12.30 Off Heo, Salis” 
Hawtrey, Wii11am Francis, Comedy Theatre, Panton st, 
Actor y= 2 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
st, Lincoln’s inn ficlds 


Hurpine, Grorce Jonny, Bath, Boot omen Aug 19 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Hurcuriysoy, Joux Wiu1am, Halifax, Mantle eae Aug 
19 at 11.30 , Halifax 


Port, Carmarthenshire, Draper 
% one % Commarmies 


Ipake’ On Primers, I —— Norfolk, Miller 

ug 

Kewnnyepy, Tuomas, Piymeate Bul Tider Aug 18 at 12.30 
10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 

Leask, NATHANIEL, » Harley rd, South Hampstead, formerly 
Schoolmaster 


ati 33, “ae ow ge Lincoln’s inn 
ae 5 .e Seinen a ~ 


JONES, eps am oS 


Perambulator Maker Aug 19 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Lyte, JAMES, Bradford, Provision Commission Agent 
Aug 20 at ‘u Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
ae. ANDREW, rt, Cossbesd, i Aug 
2.15 Golden Lion Hotel, Mary 
staan, lng Manningham, ’Brad¥oed Cardmaker’s 
Agent Aug 19 at 11.30 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Brad- 


ford 
McA.isTERr, Sarees, ‘West India Dock rd, Ship Chand- 
ler Aug 26 at 11 Bankruptcy blidgs, Portugal st, 
's inn 


Mitts, Wiiiram James, Peckham re, Butcher Aug 25 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Sout Frepericx, Maddox st, Regent st, Capt in 
Yorkshire Regt Aug 21 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Patmer, GERALD, King William st, Secretary to a Public 
y Aug 25 at 11 33, Carey st, st, Lincoln’s inn 
Rost, Joun gm , Lines, Butcher Aug 18 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver ‘st, Lincoln 
SamveL, Pontypridd, Glam, tor of 
Aug 18 at3 Off Rec, 65, High st, Merthyr 


Russext, Joun, Whitehaven, Iron Merchant Aug 19 at 4 
Whitehaven 


67, st, 
BrEvENsoN, Saran Too, Prine oe Leicester pie 
’ Trimming ere u 
Leeds . 


8 Bat Off R 
RNERD. 
a0 at 1 . Of Rec, 22, Park row, 


8 abort Rosset Bewt, and Monn Rew, High st, 
oe Poplar, Bakers Aug 26 at 1 33, Carey st, ;, Lincoln’s 


, Harry Jones, Gloucester rd, Regent’s x 
Banovtrical Manager ‘hug 2 ati 38, Carey st, Lincoln’ 


inn 
Szssarnaco, Joun, Hereford, Boot Dealer Aug i4at10 2, 
SE a 
jOHN 
"Oe ‘Aug 37 at 12 ~~ bldgs, in tel 
ty Tiers tas Sette 
Swirn, Epwis Teena, Fishmonger Sept 1 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Wi 


Water Sxvusnawt, Not- 
ts Aug i8at 3 Off Rec, St 


proach, London Beilge 


Row anp, 
Ni 


SNusHALL, Famed a 


T, YLOR, Taos ra 
A A8, P 
Aug 19 at 11.30 24, Railwa ge 


baa tome hue Se at il se Weep, Lamp Sotngal ot, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Warrraxer, Wii11am, Blackpool, Pork Butcher Aug 28 


at3 Off Ree, 14, Preston 
ICKENDEN, ‘sevens pie Wells, Somerset, Con- 
fectioner Aug 19 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Wooure, ArcHELAus ‘aos, Birmingham, Glass Dealer 
Aug 20 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Wricut, Samvet, Lincoln, Grocer Aug 18 at 12.15 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
~~} pe eee Dealer 


Asut, ALrnep ioe, = a, 
ALEXANDER, J yee a ary a 8t. oe late 
= Dragoon. Guards High Court’ Pet Apr 28° Ord 


Aspen, Bos. Downest 24, Wenstved ip, Maw Member of 
_ anatead School Board High Court Pet July 13 


ase <p Rt OHN, Oxted, Butcher Oxford Pet Aug 6 
Cox, Guantionee, Frome Somerset, Farmer Frome Pet 





Cowpvery, Ropert, 8! Kent, Mushroom Grower Can- 
terbury Pet Aug 6 Ord Ate 6 


Date, Rena 1 — Hatter 
Ord A Order made ler sec. 103 (5), aren) 


a. 
Davey, "Gronrcr, Otley, Yorks, Labourer Leeds Pet Aug 
8 Ord Augs 


Dean, gy y Headstone Manor Farm, cua 
Farmer £t Albans Pet July10 Ord Aug 6 

GAyLor, Wexny Samugt, Darlington, Corn Dealer Stock- 
ton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Aug 5 Ord Aug5 

Gray = ih Coe Cuar.orte, late of Bexhill, Sussex, Widow 


urt Pet June 24 Ord Aug8 


GrirritHs, GrorGE arg wb Stourport, my Butcher 
Kidderminster Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
ey Sees Miner Dor- 


Groves, Jouy, South Bowood, 
chester Pet June 26 Ord Aug 
Harriett, Wittiam Georce, Dathead 8t oe ilts, 
Journeyman Plumber Salis! Pet Augé Aug6 
Jackson, Harry Rosert Cuartes Mnadoee Moss Side. 
ge ee anchester Pet April 


Beerhouse Keeper M: 
J — oe, eit Shipowner Swansea Pet July 7 


Kenuee. Waonas Plymouth, Builder East Stonehouse 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug7 
Laaer, JosEptt, Coalville, Saiey Butcher Burton on Trent 


Pet July10 Ord A 
Lawtey, Georcr, wy &, Kin 8 ot ey Worcs, Grocer 
Bi ham Pet 


irming’ 6 O 
MeERRIMAN, WILLIAM, Wells Som Pate Tailor Wells Pet 
July 15 Ord Aug 6 


ug 6 

Monck, ae Suly Senet, Victualler South- 
ampton Jul Ord Aug 6 

Morris, Ausert, Wollaston, Oldswintord, Worcs, Grocer 
Stourbriage Ang 4 Ord Aug 

a mn, Brista Carpenter ‘Bristol Pet Aug 7 

Prosser, Ropert Smmon Max, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet 
Aug5 Ord Aug5 

Ranpatt, Jony, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Gt Grimsby 
Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

Rosz, Stpyey ArtHur, m rd, Hackney, me | Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet aes 15 Ord Aug 

Rotnwett, ioe, ——n, Cabinet Maker Halifax Pet 


July 22 Ord yy 

Saunpers, Ropert Cares, Soom, Sussex, Stockbroker 
Lewes Pet July8 Ord Aug6é 

Scort, Monracu am Regent st, etek Engineer 
~~ Pet July 30 Ord Ai aes 

bao ILLtAM Henry, Sudbury, Suffolk, Harness Maker 

chester et Aug 6 Ord Aug 7 

eunten mesa Saran Emity, Belgrave, Leics, Widow Lei- 
cester Pet July 31 Ord Aug 6 

Stuart, ALEXANDER, Richmond, pees retired Merchant 
Wandsworth Pet Aug4 Ord Au 

Sweetine, Epwarp, Gt Bedford row, Solicitor 

h Court Pet May 12 Ord Aug 6 

Tayior, Tuomas, Battersea pk rd, Surrey, Ironmonger 
Wandsworth ' Pet July a * Ord Aug 

Turtox, Witi1am, Nottin: Commercit Traveller 

Ni ham Pet July 1 nord A ug 5 

va. Henry Epwarp, , Fancy Draper 

ham Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 

BEL WILLIAM, ‘ey > New Cross, Brewer 

Court Pet Mar 24 

Woo Wiuiam Tessmonp, Chaniton on Medlock, 

chester, Grey Cloth Salesman Manchester Pet 

Mar 26 Ord Aug 7 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


Taytor, Grorce, Marlee ter. ga High Court 
Adjud July 13, 1887 Annul Jul: 


Waren 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, t 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the SoLtctToRs’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s. ; 28s. ; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Country, 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





[>Pseu4L FIRE INSURANCE COM- 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 





LOxDoN and UNIVERSAL BANK, 


449, Strand, aoe. London, 8.W. 
Authorised Capital, £1,000,000. 
Reserve Fund, &c., £170,000. 
Current Accounts Opened. 

The Athention ron aiden) drawn to the fact that both 

agen an porary Advances are made upon securi- 

such as Reversions, Equitable Charges, ol other 
tangible securities. 


INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS : 


At one month’s notice - 
At three months’ notice .-£5 per cent. 
For one, two, or three years certain ...£6 per cent. 








Interest paid quarterly. 
Balance-sheet, with full —— forwarded on appli- 
cation. . J. COCKS, Manager. 





AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLisHED In THE YEAR 1864. 
The we) iow Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which 
acts both Fire and ate Insurance Business. 

Chief die CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
City Branch—1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
The Funds in Hand and Capital subscribed exceed 

9 000 ling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., 7, St ne-buildings, Lin 
coln’s-inn, t-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Sonne, me 11, ‘Becond-avenue, 


Statement of some of Ba ee i by the Company. 
FIRE and LIFE business are both transacted. Annuities 
are granted, Reversions, Life Interests, &c., purchased, and 
Loans granted on suth securities. 
Fire ee. 
Liberal settlement o! 
Lowest current vos of Premium. 
Lire DeparTMENT. 
Low rates of Premium. 
Large Bonuses. 
ere Policies. 
sero Ge Pi immediately on Proof of Sent on and prio. 
Fire . Bane BAS ro ROG 


ean a 3 





EDE AND SON, 


284 wars, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


e Lord Chancellor, the oe of the 
ised fone Corgenation of London, & 


ROBE 


To Her Pam sam / 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
rks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


OF 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus AnD Sriversmrrus, 1 AND 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, 


Lonpon, E.C., beg re 
LEGAL Proression or PURCHASE the same for 


y to announce that they accuraTety appraise the above for the 
cash if desired. 


Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 











